Modes of conflict resolution in an independence-conformity conflict by Wolkon, George Henry
Boston University
OpenBU http://open.bu.edu
Theses & Dissertations Dissertations and Theses (pre-1964)
1963
Modes of conflict resolution in an
independence-conformity conflict
https://hdl.handle.net/2144/31428
Boston University
BOSTON UNIVERSITY 
GRADUATE SCHOOL 
Dissertation 
MODES OF CONFLICT RESOWTION 
INAN 
INDEPENDENCE-CONFORMITY CONFLICT 
by 
George Henry Wolkon 
(A.B., Harvard College, 1956; M.A., Boston University, 1958) 
Submitted in Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements 
for the Degree of Doctor of Philosophy 
1963 
PIJ]) 
/{/6 3 
f'"y'O 
Approved by 
/~ ~~ // 
First Reader  o( .~ 
--A~s-s-i~s~t~an~t~P~r-o~fe_s_s_o_r~'-o~£~'~P~s-y-ch~o1~o~gy---------
Second Reader ~:6.~··· As iSta:Ilt Professor of Psyc::ogy 
/J,t ~~ 17 ./ ~~ Fourth "qea.der f, 'tfJJ0:;[, 1 ; r./5-t'o{IU"u 
Asslstant P~sor, School o~sing 
BOSTON Ur-r:VE"'"I ("'!'"':Y LIBRARIES 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
I am greatly indebted to Professor Leonard Solomon, Chairman 
of the Dissertation Committee, for his expert advice and fine 
cooperation throughout all phases of the dissertation. 
Professor Charles Leef, a member of the Committee, has 
also earned my thanks for his excellent comments during all of 
the research. 
Professor Norman Berkowitz deserves special thanks not only 
for his excellent comments and guidance throughout the research 
effort but also for the way in which he handled the dual role of 
a member of the Committee and principal investigator of the 
United States Public Health Service Grant that financially supported 
this research. 
Doctors Robert Chin and Daniel Berlyne offered many helpful 
comments in the early phases of this research. 
G.H.W. 
i 
ii 
Table of Contents 
Page 
Acknowledgements ••••••••••••••••••••••••·••••••••••••••••••••••••• i 
Chapter!.......................................................... 1 
Statement of the Problem and Relevant Literature................... 1 
Introduction.................................................. 1 
Definitions of Compromising Behavior.......................... 2 
A Cognitive Approach to Compromise....................... 2 
An Extended Response Approach to Compromise.............. 4 
A Perceptual Approach to Compromise...................... 5 
A Freudian View of Compromise............................ 7 
Compromising in Independence-Conformity Studies.......... 9 
Compromise as it Applies to the Area of Role Conflict •••• 12 
The Consequences of Compromise •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 14 
Effects of Being Independent or Conforming •••••••••••••••••••• 17 
Chapter II ..............•.....•.....•.•........••........•...•..••. 25 
Rationale and Hy-potheses • • • • • • .. . . . • • • . • • • • • • • • . • . . • • . • • • • • . . • . • • • • • 25 
Overview •••••••••••••••••••••••.•••••••••••••••.•••••••••••••• 25 
Independent Variables Modes of Conflict Resolution .......... 26 
Dependent Variables - Tension and its Affects ................. 27 
The Colorimetric Palmar Sweat Index •••••••••••••••••••••• 27 
Performance Variables . . . • . • . • ..• . • • • • • • • . • • . • . . • • . • • . • • • • • 30 
Social and Personal Attitudes ••••••••••·••••••••••••••••• 30 
Rationale and Hypotheses ...................................... 31 
Chapter III •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 36 
Experimental Methodology ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 36 
Overview •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.•••••• 
Subjects: Characteristics and Selection ••••••••••••••••• 
Randomization Procedures ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
The Factorial Design ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
36 
36 
37 
37 
iii 
Page 
Experimental Situation •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 37 
The Physical Setting ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 37 
Instructions . . • . • . • • . • . . • • •. . . . • . . . . • . . . • . . • . • . . • • . • • . . • • • . . 38 
Exposing the Experimental Deceptions •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 46 
The In.ductions .................................................. 46 
The Stimuli••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 48 
The Colormetric Palmar Sweat Index.............................. 49 
latency . • • • . • . • . . . . • . . • . . . . . . • . • . . . . . • . . • . . . . . . . • • • . . . • . . . . • . • • . 51 
The Questionnaire ...•.....•..................................•. 51 
Chapter IV ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 52 
Experimental Results............................................ 52 
Test of Experimental Inductions................................. 52 
Effectiveness of the Inductions............................ 52 
Comparison of Attitudes Toward the Inductions (Guidelines). 57 
Change in Latency and Modes of Conflict Resolution.............. 58 
The Total Sample........................................... 59 
The Success Sample......................................... 63 
Summary... • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 69 
Change in Palmar Sweat and Modes of Conflict Resolution........ 70 
Semantic Differential and Questionnaire Data................... 72 
Satisfaction and Modes of Conflict Resolution •••••••••••• 72 
Subjective Ratings of Tension and Modes of Conflict •••.... 
Resolution••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 82 
Interrcorrelation of Major Dependent Variables................. 83 
Summary of Results •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 85 
Experimental Inductions................................... 85 
Change in Latency •••••••••••••••·•••••••••••••••••••••••• 86 
Change in Palmar Cweat ••••••••••·••••••·••••••••••••••••• 87 
Satisfaction ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 87 
Subjective Rating of Tension •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Intercorrelation of Major Dependent Variables ••••••••••• 
Chapter V ••••••••.••.••••••.•••.•••••••••••••••••••••.•••••••.•••• 
Discussion and Interpretation of the Results •••••••••••••••••••••• 
Modes of Resolution and Subsequent Tension ••••••••••••••••••• 
The A Priori Dependent Variables •••••••••••••••••••••••• 
A Re-Interpretation of the Latency Findings ••••••••••••• 
Modes of Resolution and Satisfaction ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
A Reconsideration of the Hypotheses •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Suggestions for Further Research ............................ 
The Induction of Modes of Resolution ••••••••••••••••••• 
Personality and Modes of Resolution ••••••••••••••••••••• 
T,ype of Conflict and Modes of Resolution •••••••••••••••• 
Measures of Post-Decision Tension ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Chapter VI ....................................................... 
Sunnn.acy • • •. • • • • •. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •. • • • •. • • • • • • • •. • • • • •• • •. • • ••• • • • 
Purpose 
·•··•···••·····•···•····•·················••·•······· 
Page 
87 
88 
89 
89 
89 
91 
95 
97 
100 
100 
101 
101 
102 
105 
105 
105 
Method••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 106 
Results••••••••••••••••••••••••••···••••••••••••·~··••••••••• 107 
Appendix A - Certain Affects of Being in an Independence-Conformity 
Conflict: A Pilot Study••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 109 
Appendix B Instructions and Guidlines Used in Credibility Study. ll8 
Appendix C The Semantic Differential •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 120 
Appendix D The Questionnaire •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Appendix E Supplementary Tables••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Appendix F - The Inductions 
••••••····•··•····•··•·····•···••··•·• 
Abstract of Dissertation ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 145 
Brief Autobiography••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 149 
References ...............................•.....••....•..•....•... 150 
iv 
J.'ab:'..e 1 
Table II 
'table III 
'rable IV 
'j)-j; 10 -~ 
T&'ole VI 
Tc.bl(' VII 
:,~t:a.tl Glari t.y LJ_c.. Cr·-)-.• :tbili t_:,- ~ ~ ~J: ot, ~·or t.l~e 
Tt\.l"'f..!~, !r~·:it~ctj_.:n:~ ••••••••••••••••••• .., ••••••••••••• 
frc.l.-crt::_ ':.·tl (.;:~· 
::.f r.~;uolutil/fl ...................................... 
Perctjntare of .:.:uccess!u.l Indu.ctio.J.c for 
~perimer ... th..l Cor...ditio•lt:.- ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
J~,;.;~~·lll 4 •••••••••••• -
.,:La.:-t:.:·;;. :.H ::...., t<i.>::~· Cc.:;.~::ir".::..:~ .._'h,r 'Irialo.:.. ~ ~r 
Total 2ample•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Initictl Latenc:1 Ccmbined Over Trials fur Tote;.l 
~:a.r, .. J-~le •••••••••••••••••• ~~ ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
. ~ 
'!.;.~(;(~£:f ..:._;;EJ.~;··...L~ •••••••••••• 
Table VIII Che<.ng;: ;;. : I.::.tcncy G~x:JJi~:0d CYt!l' 'i'rL:.l:: f~r 
Success Smnple•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Table IX Initial Latency COY!lbinec Cver Trials for Succes;(; 
~ .. ;;,r"~k· 1~;..;: • • • • • .. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • .. • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
T!J>l·~ ~\. 
'r,s.t"l-:~ .r.r f-elt -<_-~£f,'.rintie Diff.~r~.:lt: .. r~l ••••••••••••••••••• , •• 
'J'~bl 11: XII 
':'a1·,.c :riii " t" i ~t.~c r; :L c r .... r:e. rt: ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• • 
Ta0},,, .uv 
"'r~l J.a --r .;..;, 
Table III 
Te.ole rr 
Page 
47 
54 
60 
65 
66 
67 
71 
13 
75 
7? 
131 
v 
Page 
Appendix E (con't) 
Table V Initial Latency for Success Sample ••••••••••••••• 135 
Table VI Change in Palmar Sweat for Females in Total Sample 137 
Table VII Change in Palmar Sweat for Success Sample •••••••• 138 
Table VIII Correlations of Change in Palmar Sweat with Other 
Dependent Variables by Sex....................... 139 
Table IX Contigency Tables for Major Dependent Variables.. 140 
Chapt.er I 
STATEMENT ·oF THE PROBLEM AND RELEVANT LITERATURE 
Introduction 
This dissertation seeks to illuminate the conflict that is 
created when an individual's beliefs are in contradiction to the be-
liefs of others; the conflict between independence and social conformity. 
The general questions of this paper are (1) what modes of conflict re-
solution tend to be chosen under conditions where Ss have a free 
choice in an independence-conformity conflict (2) when Ss are 
experimentally induced to conform, remain independent, or compromise, 
and what are the behavioral and emotional consequences of such 
modes of resolution. Unlike traditional studies concerned with 
an independence-conformity conflict, where on:cy two extreme 
responses are considered, this study shall make the option of 
"compromise" salient with the view to compare its emotional and 
cognitive consequences with the consequences of being independent 
and conforming. Another major departure from traditional studies in 
this area is the attempt to induce different modes of conflict 
resolution while the situation is held constant. 
More specificall.y, this study seeks to examine: 
1) the distribution of modes of conflict resolution responses 
when 
a) no response is made salient 
b) when one of three retlponses (independence, conformity, or 
compromise) is made salient 
2) the emotional consequences of the three types of conflict 
resolution in the form of "tension 11 as measured by 
a) change in performance 
b) change in a physiological measure of tension 
3) the attitudinal (social and personal) consequences of having 
adopted one of the three possible modes of resolution~ 
The problem area of the consequences of modes of conflict 
resolution especially of compromising in an independence-
conformity conflict is of significance for at least two major 
reasons. First, two theoretical systems predict to the 
consequences of compromising in a conflict situation and yet 
no directly relevant experimental investigations have been 
forthcoming. In addition existing theory does not generate 
predictions ab~ut the effects of being independent or conforming, 
though previous research and conceptualizing does allow for 
same hunches to be explored. Second, despite the fact that 
independence-conformity conflicts are quite prevalent in 
real life situations and compromising is a common method of 
resolving real life conflicts, there is a marked paucity of 
experimental work in this conceptual area. This is especially 
true in relation to the intrapersonal consequences associated 
with a particular mode of resolution. 
Definitions of Compromising Behavior 
A Cognitive Approach to Compromise 
Compromise may be conceptualized in terms of Festinger's 
(1957) theory of cognitive dissonance as a special case of 
cognitive overlap. As such, derivations from dissonance theory 
which yield predictions concerning cognitive overlap may be 
2 
applied to compromise. In decisional conflicts, cognitive 
overlap is defined as the number of similar cognitive elements 
associated with both alternatives. A compromise is defined as 
a response that takes some of the positive elements and/or 
reduces some of the negative elements from each of the original 
competing alternatives. The closer the compromise response 
comes to obtaining all of the positive elements and reducing all 
of the negative items associated with the competing alternatives, 
the more attractive is the compromise. If, however, the response 
attains the above result completely, it is no longer a compromise 
because there is no conflict; i.e., no elements associated with 
the competing alternatives are mutually exclusive. The case of 
a response obtaining negative elements and reducing positive 
elements associated with both competing alternatives ~ 
be considered an overlapping response and a compromise. However, 
it would be an extremely unattractive response and would not be 
chosen. 
Festinger's (1957) theory of cognitive dissonance states 
that when a person holds cognitions about himself or the 
environment that are inconsistent with each other, he experiences 
psychological dissonance (a state of tension, having the 
properties of a drive state), which he attempts to reduce or 
eliminate by tr,ying to reduce the number of inconsistent 
cognitions in relation to the number of consistent ones. 
Dissonance almost alw~s exists after decisional conflicts. 
The magnitude of the post decision dissonance is a direct 
3 
function of the psychological cost... compared to the psycholog-
ical gains associated with the decision. More specifically, 
magnitude of dissonance increases (a) as the relative attractive-
ness of the chosen alternative to the unchosen ones decreases, 
(b) as the importance of the decision increases, and {c) as the 
amount of cognitive overlap decreases. Thus holding relative 
attractiveness and importance constant, the amount of dissonance 
or the degree of tension is in inverse relation to the amount 
of cognitive overlap involved or the attractiveness of the 
compromise. 
An Extended Response Approach to Compromise 
Miller (1944) has stated that 11It seems reasonable to 
suppose that when two complex response hierarchies are in 
conflict, those elements which are not incompatible will tend 
to summate so that one whose combined strength from both 
hierarchies is the greatest will tend to appear as a compromise 
response. 11 He set up an experiment with humans, where the 
summating of response elements were possible in a conflict 
situation, and the summated response did occur. Berkowitz et al. 
(1961) have applied this definition of compromise to a simultaneous 
role conflict situation and have integrated it into Miller 1 s (1944) 
general model of conflict and extended the model to predict from 
the mode of conflict resolution to subsequent tension. That is, 
these investigators postulated that, if in a double approach 
avoidance conflict, a third alternative, that is somewhat consistent 
4 
with both goals (a compromise) should lead to less tension than the 
choice of either original competing alternatives. For example, 
5 
when a person is in conflict between two equally ambivalent alternatives, 
each of which have some mutua.l.ly exclusive elements associated with it, I 
the place of greatest tension is in either goal region of the competing 
alternatives. Thus, if it is assumed that some of the negative 
aspects of each alternative result from the complete foresaking 
of the other, then a response which achieves some of the positive 
. 
values and/or reduces same of the negative values of the original 
competing alternatives should have less.negative values and there-
fore less subsequent tension associated with it. 
A Perceptual Approach to Compromise 
Bruner and Postman (1949) in an investigation of how 
perceptual incongruity is dealt with (i.e., a conflict between 
past experience and a ~timulus that is incongruous with the 
past experience and where each of which demands a different 
response) found that their Ss responded with four different 
kinds of reactions. In the first, a dominance reaction, there 
was a perceptual denial of the incongruous elements in the 
stimulus pattern. The second kind of reaction was a disruption, 
where the S failed to achieve a perceptual organization at.the 
normal level of coherence. The third reaction was a recognition 
of the incongruity coupled with a dominance reaction or coupled 
with the fourth kind of response-a compromise. A compromise 
perception embodies elements of both the expected attribute and 
the incongrouous stimulus attribute. The authors go on to point 
out that compromise reactions are limited to certain types of 
stimulus situations where a "perceptual middle of the ground 11 
exists between the expectancy and the stimulus contradicting 
the expectancy. Bruner and Postman conclude that when 
expectations due to past experience are violated by the environ-
ment, the perceiver's behavior can be described as resistant to the 
recognition of the incongruous or unexpected and that correct 
recognition results when inappropriate expectancies are dis-
carded after failure of confirmation. These investigators 
view the two responses which recognize the inconsistency as 
more successful than either of the other responses; though 
success is not defined. 
As pointed above, compromise reactions are limited to 
those situations where a perceptual middle of the ground 
exists. A simple example where no compromise or "overlapping" 
response is allowed by the situation is when one is driving 
an automobile and comes to a fork in the road. Only two 
reasonable alternatives exist: to go right or left. A common 
compromise has evolved for students Who are in conflict between 
studying and going out on a date; namely a stuqy date or 
librar.y date. Thus the number of alternative discreet responses 
is limited by both the situation and the respondent, either 
singly or in combination, depending on the structure of the 
situation and the ingenuity of the individual. The number of 
these potential responses that can be considered compromises 
would seem to depend upon the Ss perception of the cognitive 
6 
elements competing in the con~lict and the number and importance 
of the elements that he perceives to be associated with each of 
the available responses, including the compromise. 
Given this reasoning, it would seem to follow that a 
response that is a compromise for one person may not be a 
compromise for another person. It would depend upon whether the 
positive and negative cognitive elements in the situation are 
seen as the same in kind and in importance and whether the 
available compromise response is seen as integrating the,more 
salient cognitive elements. Thus, it would be difficult to 
state a priori whether there is "functional equivalence" of 
similar responses. If, however, a given situation were to have 
high consensual agreement concerning the cognitive elements 
associated with the available alternatives, including the 
compromise alternative, then we could state a priori that the 
response called a compromise would, in fact, be a compromise 
for most people. Same of the difficulties in obtaining a high 
level of consensual validation in what is a compromise can be seen 
in the studies cited in the following section. 
Freudian View of Compromise 
A central ps,ychodynamic problem in Freudian theor,y is the 
nature of the relationship between the ego and the id. How 
does the ego control the energy of the id while maintaining 
itself? Generally, the ego accomplishes these purposes through 
the use of defense mechanisms. MOst defense mechanisms allow 
7 
for partial, disguised, or indirect expression of the unacceptable 
id impulses while at the same time allow for the ego control in 
the situation. Many times the defenses themselves appear as 
symptoms. Freud (1914, p. 341) states, 
"Pschoanalysis recognized early that every neurotic symptom 
owes its existence to a compromise. Every symptom must 
therefore, in same way comply with the demands of the ego 
which regulates repression, must offer same advantage, 
admit of some profitable utilization, or it would undergo 
the same fate as the original impulse itself which is being 
kept in check. 11 
In another place (1920, p. 136) he writes, 
"Of neurotic symptoms we already know that they are the result of a 
conflict arising when a new for.m of satisfaction of libido is 
sought. The two powers which have entered into opposition meet 
together again in the symptom and became reconciled by means of 
the compromise contained in the symptom formation. That is why 
the symptom is capable of such resistance; it is sustained from 
both sides." 
Freud also uses the term compromise in reference to slips 
of the tongue (1920, p. 70) and dreams (1920, p. 136). Slips 
of the tongue are compromise formations: they express part-
succ~ss and part-failure for each of the two intentions: 11the 
threatened intention is neither entirely suppressed nor, apart 
from some instances, does it force itself through intact. 11 
"Dreams fall into the same category; the disturbed tendency 
can only, of course, be the tendency to sleep while the 
disturbing tendency resolves itself into. the mental st-imulus 
which we may caU the wish. (clamouring for gratification), 
since at present we know of no other mental stimulus 
disturbing sleep. Here again the dream is the result of a 
compromise: we sleep and yet we experience the satisfaction 
of a wish; we gratifY a wish and at the same time continue to 
sleep. Each achieves part-success and part-failure. 11 
8 
Thus Freud 1 s view of compromise-is quite consistent with the 
other views presented here in that some gratification from each 
of the competing goals is obtained. The close relationship 
between compromise and neurotic symptoms, at first glance, may 
seem to be inconsistent with the theories that predict that less 
tension will be associated with a compromise response than with 
other possible responses. However, as reported above, Freud 
said the symptom .would be kept in check if it did not have 
some profitable advantage. Further, if the intraps,ychic 
conflict exists, the alternative solutions would probably be 
more costly than the symptom; e.g., unrestrained expression 
of id impulses would probably be met with severe punishments 
from the external world or complete restraint of the id energy 
might be too costly in terms of ps,ychic energy to the ego. 
Compromising in Independence-Conformity Studies 
Most investigators in this area have not mentioned compromise 
and those that do have done so only as an incidental finding. 
The latter studies are reviewed below. 
Asch (1956) in studyiilg the effects of group pressure in the 
perception of the length of line~, found that certain responses 
had the characteristics of a compromise reaction. Operationally, 
the compromise was that the response of the S be a moderate error 
that was less extreme than incorrect group response and in the 
direction of the veridical response. Asch also reported that a 
response that was a moderate error in terms of the amount of 
discrepancy, but.in a different d1rection; e.g., one comparison 
9 
line is longer and the other shorter than the standard, can also 
be termed a compromise response because it too is an attempt to 
mediate between two opposing forces, but that it was much less 
frequent~ chosen than was the first kind of response. The 
frequency of both kinds of compromises were low. Less than 
10% of all critical responses were compromises, and less than 
1% of allresponses were the second kind of compromise mentioned 
by Asch. 
In terms of our definition of compromise (a response that 
takes same of the positive elements and/or reduces same of 
negative elements from each of the original competing alternatives), 
the following explanation may be given for the small number of 
compromise choices in the Asch experiments. The compromise 
response obtained for the individual o~ a small part of the end 
result of both competing alternatives if they were taken si~; 
thus the available compromise response was not attractive in 
relation to the competing alternatives. 
A good example of the necessity of knowing the relevant 
variables the involved individual sees in the situation is given 
by ¥cDavid (1959). In a study, investigating personality and 
conformity, using an Asch type situation, with metronome clicks 
as the stimuli, he mentions and defines compromise as partial yield-
ing. (For example, when the stooges said the correct number of 
clicks was 25 and the actual number of clicks was 23, a response 
from the S of 24, was said to be a partial yielding or compromise 
response.) He found that the frequency of compromising was 
10 
different for persons with different -personalities. "Source-
&riented.U persons who attend primari]Jr to their relationships 
with other people, compromised less than did 11message-oriented" 
peop-le, who attend pri.marily to the relation between their own 
activity and the communicated information. This data may be 
interpreted in terms of differential attractiveness of the 
compromise response for the two different personality types. 
That is, for the 11message-oriented" persons, partial yielding was 
an attractive compromise because it was the best estimate of the 
task answer (their major goal). However, for the "source-oriented 11 
persons, partial yielding was not as attractive because of the 
fewer positive elements taken from their major goal of facilitating 
interpersonal relationships by beitg simi 1 ar to and admired by 
others. 
Jacobs and Campbell (1961), who used the autokinetic effect 
in order to investigate the transmission of a cultural norm in 
a laborator,y situation, state that the deterioration of the 
cultural norm occurs in part because each subject 's judgment 
"represents a pooling of the person's own observations with the 
reported observations of others." These authors have called this 
pooling a compromise. The extent of the pooling or the compromise 
for each S is, in our terms, a function of how the S perceives the 
situation; i.e., what cognitive elements he attaches to the 
possible responses. 
On]Jr two other investigations concerned with an independence-
conformity conflict have mentioned compromise (Wolken, et al. 1961 
ll 
and Smith, 1936). They will be diseassed in the section entitled 
"The Consequences of Compromising". 
Compromise as it Applies to the Area of Role Conflict 
The concept of compromise has been used more often in the 
area of role conflict than in other problem areas of social 
psychologf. A very brief review will be presented in order to 
show that the definition of compromise in this more specific 
area is consistent with the more general approaches presented 
above. 
As stated earlier, the conceptualizing of Berkowitz et al. 
(1961) was developed from their investigation of simultaneous 
role conflict of nurses. They have defined a compromise response 
as one that is somewhat consistent with both competing role 
demands, thus reducing the negative consequences associated with 
the non-performance of either role. As we shall see in a later 
section,their major concern was with the consequences of compromising. 
Gross et al. (1958) in a stu~ of role conflict of school 
superintendents sought to predict under what conditions their 
subjects would choose a compromise response or other responses when 
two conflicting demands were made of them. Their basic definition 
of compromise is to conform in part to both expectations. For 
example, if only one of the twO conflicting demands on the person 
were legitimate, it was predicted that the S would fulfill the 
legitimate demand. If both were not legitimate, it was predicted 
the S would attempt some sort of avoidance behavior. If both 
demands were perceived as legitimate, -it was predicted that the 
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S would attempt to compromise by fulfilling, in part, both sets of 
demands. 
Herman and Schild (1960) in conceptualizing role conflicts of 
American J~~sh students who visited Israel extended Stouffer's 
(1949) statement that in a role conflict situation there are two 
courses of action open: (a) to conform to one set of role expect-
ations and take the consequences of non-conformity to the other, 
or (b) to compromise between the conflicting expectations and hope 
consequences will be minimal. They interpret Stouffer's compromise 
alternative to mean the taking of parts of one role and parts of 
the other and then state that a third possible alternative is avail-
able. Namely, that the actor finds a third role which includes 
norms of the two conflicting roles but essentially is a legitimate 
role in its own right. The assumption of such a role may, to a 
certain extent, legitimate the non-acceptance of the original 
conflicting roles and thus reduce sanctions. The authors continue 
to say, "Thus, in certain cases, a role may gain in valence 
because it minimizes the "loss" attendant upon deviating from the 
other available roles." 
It can thus be seen that our conceptualizations of compromise 
both as a special case of cognitive overlap and as response that 
is somewhat consistent with both original goals are consistent 
with other definitions of compromise and that rather meager data 
has been gathered in this area. 
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The Consequences of Compr~se 
Only three research reports deal with the consequences of 
compromising in conflict situations. Berkowitz et al. (1961) 
gave nurses a semi-projective instrument which portrayed a 
nurse in simultaneous role conflict between organizational and 
professional roles and found that those nurses who compromised 
expressed less hostility than those nurses who did not compromise. 
The.y then devised a questionnaire from which nurses could be 
classified as to their typical-mode of conflict resolution in a 
simultaneous role conflict. It was predicted and found that 
nurses who create compromise solutions as compared to nurses 
who select either extreme role orientation perform better in 
their professional role, have less turnover, and are more likely 
to be promoted (organizational role). According to their theory, 
presented ~bove, the underlying dependent variable is tension which 
was assumed to generate hostility, interfere with professional and 
. -
organizational role performance, and lead to greater turnover. 
The second stuqy concerned with the consequences of 
compromise attempted to test this theory in the laboratory. 
Wolkon et al. (1962) placed college undergraduates in a 
conflict situation concerned with maintaining one's attitude 
in the face of a group of persons who express an opposite 
attitude. The attempt to induce randomly selected Ss to choose 
to conform, be independent, or to compromise, had a random 
effect. However, it was possible to assign the Ss to one of 
three groups, depending on their self selected mode of conflict 
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resolution; i.e., independence,-~onformity, or compromise. The 
dependent variable was the amount and direction of attitude change. 
The amount of attitude change was assumed to be directly related to 
the amount of tension or dissonance resulting from the decision 
(Fe stinger, 1957). The three predictions were confirmed. Namely, 
(1) those who chose to compromise showed significantly less 
attitude change from before to after the conflict situation than 
did those who did not compromise, (2) those who chose to conform 
significantly changed their attitudes in the direction of the 
conformity pressure from before to after the conflict, and 
(3) those who chose to be independent significantly changed 
their attitudes in the direction a~ from the conformity 
pressure from before to after the conflict. Thus, the theory 
was supported in an entirely different situation but the 
confounding of personality and mode of conflict resolution 
remains. One cannot determine if the post conflict tension is 
due to the mode of resolution or the personality variables that 
led the persons to select a particular mode of resolution· or 
some interaction of these two factors. 
Smith (1936) in an independence-conformity study concerning 
attitudes, obtained students' opinions in class and at a later 
time in individual sessions, in which the E informed the S that 
the rest of the class disagreed with his opinion on half of the 
statements presented and that they agreed-with the Son the 
other half. Ss indicated both direction and intensity of their 
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attitude in both sessions. In the individual sessions, GSR 1s were 
taken after each response. Smith found that some Ss in the individual 
sessions changed their opinion in the direction of the group pressure 
but did not go beyond the zero or a "no opinion" response. He called 
this response a compromise and after looking at his data stated, 
11The compromise was ••• apparently against neither themselves nor the 
group, but in reality against both themselves and the group. A 
. compromise always means conflict. 11 This interpretation is based 
' 
on his findings that the GSR's for the compromise responses were 
higher than they were for two other kinds of responses; namely 
conforming responses and no change responses when the response of 
zero or no opinion had been given in the measurement session. 
Smith did not report his data in such a way that those who main-
tained their opinion in the face of group pressure could be 
analyzed as a separate group. In addition, he did not perform 
statistical tests on his data so that it cannot be ascertained 
whether the reported differences are chance variations or not. 
Thus, his view of compromise has to be looked upon with suspicion 
inasmuch as it is based on his data. 
In summar.y, two theories {Festinger, 1957 and Berkowitz et al.'s 
extension of Miller's model, 1961) predict that compromise should 
have less tension associated with it than would either'of the 
competing alternatives. Two studies (Berkowitz et al. 1961 and 
Wolkon et al. 1962) have provided data that is consistent with 
both these theories. No studies, however, have been reported 
where the mode of conflict resolution is an unconfounded independent 
variable. That is, in the three studies that deal with the consequences 
of compromising, none of them have isolated the personality variables 
that lead a person to compromise from the act of compromising itself. 
Effects of Being Independent or Conforming 
Since the pioneering of Asch (1951) and Sherif (1936), many 
researchers have concerned themselves with independence and conform-
ity. In a recent review, Blake and Mouton (1961) list 133 studies 
concerned with the influence of face to face groups on individuals. 
Three general parameters have been the major concern of these many 
studies. They are: the nature of task, the circumstances of the 
situation within which the behaviors occur, and the properties or 
characteristics of the persons concerned. None have sepcifically 
looked at the consequences of the mode of resolution selected, 
though a few have examined certain effects of conforming in the 
conflict situation. 
Blake and Mouton (1961) term the after effects remaining from 
the confQr.mity pressures when the conformity pressures have been 
relieved, "conversion behavior". They state that, 11conversion is 
evident when performance in the post-pressure situation is different 
from performance in the pre-pressure situation in the direction of 
the divergent reports others gave in the conformity situation. 11 
These authors further state that, 11Results are generally con-
sistent in showing that responses altered due to social pressures 
persist into the future and are ·reflected in the person 1 s behavior 
under alone or private conditions." For example, Sherif (1937), 
Bovard (1948), Rohrer, et al. (1954), and Schonbar (1945) using 
the autokinetic effect and modifications thereof have shown that 
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the judgmental norms developed in.the conformity pressure situation 
were maintained after the conformity pressure was relieved. Dunker 
(1938) and Marinho (1942) attempted to change food preference of 
children of elementary school age through social influence or 
conformity pressure. Both their general findings were that for 
those who succumbed to the social pressure, the change of preference 
was maintained after the social pressure was removed. Schacter and 
Hall (1952) using different audience persuasion techniques found 
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that most undergraduates who s~ they will volunteer for experiments 
(under different levels of conformity pressure created by the audience 
itself) do, in fact.,. show up at the appointed time, after at least 
some of the conformity pressure is removed. 
Four studies tend to suggest that the conditions bringing 
about conversion behavior may be described more specifically. The 
studies will be very brief~ described and will then be related to 
Festinger!s (1957) theory of cognitive dissonance. 
Schachter and Hall (1952) in their investigation of different 
audience persuasion techniques found that even though fewer persons 
said they would volunteer in high restraints (low conformity 
pressure) condition as compared to their low restraint (high 
conformity pressure) conditions, a higher percentage of people in 
the high restraints condition followed through and actually appeared 
when they volunteered to do so than in the low restraint condition. 
Hoffman (1957) in a study of personality and susceptibility 
to conformity pressures, using change in attitudes as his measure 
of conformity, found that although persons with high conformity n~eds 
(measured independent of the experimental situation) confor.med more 
frequently than did persons of low confor.mity needs, the low 
conformity need group had a slight tendency to manifest more conversion 
behavior. 
Schonbar (1945) reports two studies where visual stimuli were 
shown to Ss in an alone situation, then in a confor.mity pressure 
situation, and again in an alone situation. In the first study, it 
was found that the longer it takes the social influence to modify the 
Ss judgments, the longer the modified judgment is maintained in the 
second alone situation. This relationship did not obtain in the 
second experiment. 
Marhino (1942) in his study of changing food preferences of 
children by means of social influence, found that one year after the 
influence those children who originally had an indefinite opinion 
regarding the foods under consideration maintained the opinion 
developed under the influence of social pressure to a much greater 
extent than did those children who origjnally had a definite prefer-
ence. 
These disparate findings concerning the effects of confor.ming 
in an independence-conformity conflict are predictable (with two 
apparent contradictions) from Festinger's (1957) theory of cognitive 
dissonance. For example, if one resists social pressure and then 
yields to it, the psychological cost is greater than if one did not 
resist it at all; thus there is greater dissonance and a greater 
attempt to reduce that dissonance by a greater amount of post 
conflict attitude change or conversion. (The first of Schonbar's 
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studies supports this 111otion while the secom.d does :aot.) The 
same reasoRiag may be used to explaia the findings that those 
persons with lower inner conformity needs are more likely to show 
greater conversioll than those with high conformity needs (Hoffman, 
1957). That is, the psychological cost of coafor.miag is greater 
for those persons with lower conformity needs than it is for those 
persons with high conformity needs. Schachter and Hall's fiBding 
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may be explaiaed in the same terms. Namely, when there is high 
resistaace to.doing something (or little conformity pressure), 
there is more psychological cost iavolved in doing it (other things 
being equal) thaa when there is little resistance (or high conformity 
pressure) to do it. 
The finding, that those persons of indefinite opinions who 
conform display greater conversioa effects, may be somewhat incom-
sisteat with the above formulation ia that there is little 
psychological cost in changiag from a position to which there is 
little commitment. In addition, if one iaterprets commitment to 
be similar to importance, the fiading is iaeoasisteat with 
Festinger's notion that the more importaat the decisioa, the 
greater the resulting dissonance and vice versa. However, it 
may be that the lack of commitment may also imply that the 
individual ~s in a relatively mild conflict situation and hence 
the theory does not apply. 
As can be seen, Festinger does not make a distinction between 
indepeDdence aad conformity but talks about the psychological cost 
of any decision in a conflict situation. Wolkon, et al. (1962) 
report that being independent in an independence-conformity 
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conflict concerning attitudes ~eads to the same relative 
amount of dissonance reduction as does coaformimg and inferred that 
the psychological cost of conformiag was the same as being independent. 
The above studies were treated separately from those that are 
to follow because in the above studies we had to interpret conversion 
behavior in terms of dissonance or tension. In the studies that 
follow, some notioms about conforming and being independent are 
explicitly related to more common measures aad defimitions of 
tension and anxiety. As will be seen, the conceptualizations are 
not substantiated with data. 
Hoffman (1957) considers persons with st"ong conformity needs 
to be overreacting to repressed hostile impulses and that therefore 
conformity is a mechanism of defense that decreases anxiety. Lawson 
and Stagner (1957) go a step further and say that deviance arouses 
anxiety and hence conforming reduces anxiety. They further suggest 
that anxious persons, in general, are more likely to conform in 
order to reduce their anxiety. 
Empirically, Hoffman (1957) supports his notion that for 
High Inner-Conformity need persons ( a personality variable 
measured independently of the experimental situation), conforming 
produces less anxiety than does being independeat when anxiety is 
measured with GSR. The same tread holds for the Low Inner-conformity 
need group but it was not a statistically significant result. He 
does not combine his conditions so it is difficult to generalize to 
people in general. Further the Highs showed significantly more 
anxiety in the Independence Condition than in the No-Conflict 
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Condition. The Lows showed the same trend but it was not significant. 
Again, the two groups were not combined. Neither the Highs nor the 
Lows manifested more anxiety when they conformed as compared when 
they were not in conflict. Thus for Highs, being independent leads 
to greater GSR's than does conforming, and conforming is not different 
from no conflict. For Lows, there was no significant difference in 
anxiety among the two modes of conflict resolution of being 
independent, conforming, and the No-Conflict Condition. It is 
not clear what results would remain statistically significant if the 
High and Low Conformity Groups were combined, or if a random 
selection of persons were used. 
Lawson and Stagner (1957) did not clearly support their notion 
of conforming being an anxiety reducer nor that anxious persons tend 
to conform (in order to reduce their anxiety). Due to certain 
problems in their methodology, they state that their findings can 
only be suggestive. They used the colorimetric palmar sweat 
index as their dependent variable of tension and treTaylor 
Manifest Anxiety Scale as a selector of anxious persons and as 
was said their findings were suggestive of support for their notions. 
Smith (1936) in the same study mentioned earlier, offers some 
support to the hypothesis that being independent leads to more 
palmar sweat (GSR) than does conforming when the conflict concerns 
attitudes. However, lack of statistical test prevent full confidence 
being placed in his result. 
The pilot study reported in the Appendix indicates that inde-
pendence does differ from conformity in the amount of palmar sweat 
but that this finding is not considered meaningful because of sex 
differences found on this measure and because of disproportional 
distribution of males and females in each condition. The same 
comparison was made with each sex, and no differences were found. 
In addition, on another index of tension (the relative improvement 
on easy relative to hard problems), there was ao difference between 
the independence and conformity groups. 
In addition, the pilot study disconfirmed Lawson and Stagner's 
notion that more anxious persons would tend to conform in that 
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those persons who conformed did not differ from those who were 
independent on the pre conflict palmar sweat measure. Further, 
Wolkon et al. (1962) report that persons who chose to conform be 
independent, or compromise did not differ on the scores of the Taylor 
Manifest Anxiety Scale. 
In summary, theories concerning subsequent tension of the 
modes of resolution of an independence-conformity conflict are 
lacking. If the psychological cost of the decision can be 
estimated prior to the decision and independent of its consequences, 
then Festinger's theory of cognitive dissonance may be useful. One 
study concerning attitudes indicates that the psychological cost 
of being independent and conforming are about the same. The notion 
that conforming is an anxiety reducer seems to be confirmed if the 
persons involved have high inner conformity needs. In additioa to 
equivocal results, all of the studies reported here have the mode of 
conflict resolution confounded with personality variables that lead 
one to choose a particular mode of conflict resolution. That is, 
even if the previous work had produced consistent results, we would 
not k&ow if the results were a function of the mode of conflict 
resolution or of personality variables, wither singly or in 
combination. One of the major features of the research to be 
reported here is the ~stematic attempt to isolate and manipulate 
the mode of conflict as the independent variable. 
--- Chapter II 
RATIONALE AND HYPOTHESES 
Overview 
The major purpose of this research is to ascertain the 
relationship between modes of conflict resolution in and 
independence-conformity conflict and subsequent tension and 
social attitudes. A convenient method to accomplish this 
purpose is the typical Asch (1956) four person laborator.y 
situation using electrical apparatus similar in functioning 
to Crutchfield's (1955). Visual discrimination problems were 
used in the task. However, rather than allowing the Ss to 
choose whether to conform or not, as in the typical Asch 
situation, Ss were randomly assigned to one of three forms 
of inductions: independence, conformity, or compromise. 
Three kinds of variables concerned with tension and its 
effects were obtained. First, a physiological measure--change 
in palmar sweat from before to after the conflict. Second, a 
performance measure--change in latency when responding to visual 
stimuli before and after the conflict. And, third, two social 
and personal attitudinal measures obtained after the conflict 
situation. 
Figure 1 portrays the parallelism between the conceptual and 
operational variables. 
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Independent Variables--Modes of Conflict Resolution 
Earlier work (Wolkon et al. 1962) indicated that developing 
successful inductions was likely to be a difficult task. It was 
thought that the rationale given the Ss for the experiment was 
critical. The Ss were told that the experiment was being conducted 
for the United States Army and that the task was to count the number 
of parachutes in an attack. In the conflict phase of the experiment, 
each S was told that he was the coordinator of an observation team 
and that it was his task to send the best answer to headquarters. 
The inductions were presented in the form of guidelines which 
told the S how to arrive at the best answer, taking in account 
both the Ss own perception of the stimuli and the perceptions of the 
other members of the observation team. 
The rationales given the Ss for the specific guidelines follow: 
1. Independence--other research has shown that those persons who are 
personally responsible for the answer tend to be more accurate 
2. Conformity--other research has shown that the best answer is the 
one that most people agree on 
3. Compromise--other researchhas show that averaging the response 
of all persons tend to result in the best answers. 
Thus the induction of the mode of conflict resolution for each 
S consisted of making salient a particular type of resolution and 
placed it in a meaningful context. In addition, the compromise 
induction fits our conceptual definition of compromise in that the 
induced response takes some of the cognitive elements associated 
with both of the original competing responses. That is, by 
compromising in the experimeatal situation, the responses take into 
account part of the elements of the independent response as well 
as part of the elements associated with the conformity response. 
Dependent Variables--Tension and its Affects 
The conceptual dependent variable of tension is not measured 
directly but is looked upon as an intervening variable which leads 
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to certain affects. It is the purpose of this section to show that the 
operations used in the study are related to what is commonly called 
tension. 
THE COLORIMETRIC PAlMAR SWEAT INDEX 
Kuno (1934) pointed out that there were differences between 
"mental" or "emotional" sweating as compared to "thermal" sweating. 
Since then there have been a number of experiments using palmar 
sweating as a measure of emotional arousal or tension. Mowrer (1953), 
Lacey (1959) and Haywood and Shoemaker (in press) have reviewed much 
of this literature. In the last review, the authors indicate that 
here have been two general types of studies utilizing the palmar 
sweat measure. They point out that in the first type, an attempt has 
been made to relate the palmar sweat measure to some other supposed 
anxiety measure, usuaJ.4 the Taylor Manifest Anxiety Scale. With 
one exception, all of the reports reviewed by Haywood and Shoemaker, 
found no relationship between palmar sweating and personality 
inventory measures of anxiety. In the second type of study, the 
relation between increase in palmar sweating and anxiety arousing 
stimulus conditions was investigated. These studies have obtained 
positive results provided that the measures of palmar sweat were 
taken during or ver,y closely after the anxiety arousing situation. 
Haywood and Shoemaker go on to say that "These r~esults are exactly 
in keeping with Kuno' s caa.clusions regarding what he calls 'mental 
sweating' as seen in his statement, "Mental sweating has no latent 
period for its onset; it immediately attains a certain rate of 
secretion which corresponds to the intensity of stimulation, remains 
as long as the stimulation lasts and subsides at once after it 
ends.'" 
Thus given the conditions stated above, change in palmar sweat-
ing appears to be a reasonable operational measure of the conceptual 
variable of tension. 
The operations themselves are described below in the section 
entitled 11kperimental Methodology". Two additional points need to 
be discussed here. First, the reliability of the method and second, 
certain empirical. results using this method. 
Haywood and Shoemaker (in press) report a systematic reliability 
study of the colorimetric ~ sweat index. This Siudy was 
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motivated when, in a previous study, these authors noted that both the 
experimental (high anxiety group) and the control group (low anxiety) 
decreased in palmar sweating; with the experimental group showing 
significantly less of a decrease. In the earlier study, the same 
finger was used for the pre and post measure. The decrease in sweat 
of both groups led the investigators to hypothesize that the chemicals 
in the colorimetric method would lead to a decrease in measurable 
palmar sweat if used repeatedly over short intervals on the same 
finger. Their new study (in press) shows that successive measure 
taken from the same finger over short intervals are likely to show 
that the greatest effect occurs with the first repetition. The 
reliability with the same finger is .69 which is somewhat lower 
than when different fingers are used. In the experiment reported in 
this dissertation, the same finger was used because this information 
concerning the reliability was not available prior to the running of 
the experiment. 
Based on the above brief review, it should be predicted that 
high tension should increase palmar sweating more than low tension. 
In the pilot study (Appendix A), it was found that males differed 
from females. Males sweat more than females and they sweat more when 
they are in a conflict situation. Females, on the other hand, sweat 
less when they are in a conflict situation than when they are not. 
Haywood (1962), after receiving a communication of this author's 
results, reanalyzed his data and found the same sex difference. 
Explanations of this sex difference are lacking. 
PERFORMANCE VARIABLES 
The theoretical relationship between tension or drive is complex. 
Farber (1954) has said that a drive state is assumed to be associated 
with, or produced by, a given variable if either (a) termination of 
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the variable is reinforcing, or (b) 11the presence of the variable ener-
gizes or intensifies whatever reaction tendencies exist in a given 
situation11 • Thus, on a simple task, with one major reaction tendency, 
drive should facilitate performance. On the other hand, in a complex 
ta~k, with many ~eaction tendencies, performance should be hindered. 
Estes (1956) has pointed out a major theoretical difficulty with this 
formulation. Namely, that there is no unequivocal way of identifying 
task complexity; i.e., all of the competing reaction tendencies present 
in the situation. 
The pilot stuqy (Appendix A) indicated that in a situation 
similar to the dissertation experiment, and using the same stimuli, 
that after conflict (tension), persons tend to do significantly 
worse (react slower) on hard than ea5,1 problems relative to 
performance under conditions of no conflict or no tension. Thus, 
despite the inability to identify existing competing re&ction 
tendencies, it may be inferred that the problems classified 
as easy were in fact easy and the same with the hard problems. 
Accuracy of responses does not seem to be affected in any 
systematic way by tension. 
Social and Personal Attitudes 
Up to this point, we have considered the intervening variable 
of tension to have an affect on the physiological rea~tions of the 
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subjects and to affect their performances. One should also expect 
that tension should have an affect on the subjects' subjective atti-
tudes and that this could be ascertained by questionnaire. 
A form of the Semantic-Differential Test (Osgood et al. 1957), 
which is purported to be an indirect measure of sentiment towards 
the thing or concept being rated as well as an indirect evaluation 
of the concept 1 s potency and activity was used •• Along with this, a 
simple straightforward questionnaire was administered, which asked 
about the subject's feelings of satisfaction, anxiety, confidence, 
etc. 
The concepts rated by means of the semantic differential 
are: (1) the guidelines given me, (2) myself as a team member, and 
(3) the others on ~ team. The purpose of having the Ss rate the 
guidelines was to obtain information that would bear on a possible 
alternative explanation of the results. Namely, that the subsequent 
tension may be a funtion of differential evaluation of the guidelines 
rather a function of the independent variable. The ratings of self 
and others were obtained in order to understand the attitudinal 
components of the different modes of resolution. The purposes 
of the questionnaire were to obtain subjective reports of tension 
(the major dependent variable in the stu~) and to help understand the 
attitudinal components of the different modes of resolution. 
Rationale and HYPotheses 
The purpose of this research is to ascertain the relationship 
between modes of conflict resolution in an independence-conformity 
conflict and subsequent tension. The review of relevant literature 
reveals that no empirical report has isolated the effects 
of mode of conflict resolution as distinct from the personality 
variables that are associated with the selection of a particular 
mode of conflict resolution. However, two theories allow a 
directional hypothesis to be made concerning compromise but no 
direction nor difference can be predicted when independence is 
compared to conformity. 
A compromise response is defined as one that takes some 
~ the positive elements and/or reduces some of the negative 
elements from each of the original competing alternatives. As 
such, compromise is consistent with Festinger 1 s (1957) notion 
of cognitive overlap and thus can be integrated into his theory 
of cognitive dissonance. The theory states that if relative 
attractiveness of the alternatives and the importance of the 
decision are held constant, then the amount of dissonance or 
tension is in the inverse relation to the amount of cognitive 
overlap. Hence, a response that has more cognitive overlap than 
another one should have less subsequent tension than the response 
with less overlap. This definition of compromise is also consistent 
with Berkowitz et al. 1 s (1961) extension of Miller 1 s theory (1944) 
where they state that in a double approach avoidance conflict, the 
compromise is a response thatinvolves aspects of both of the 
original competing responses and where the place of greatest 
tension is in the goal region of either of the original competing 
responses. Thus both theories lead to the following hypothesis: 
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Compromising in an independence-conformity conflict leads to less 
subsequent tension than does either being independent or conforming. 
The research predictions are: 
1. The Ss in the Compromise Condition will exhibit greater 
improvement (change in latency) on hard relative to easy 
problems than will the Ss in either the Independence or 
Conformity Condition. 
2. The males in the Compromise Condition will exhibit more 
of an iricrease in palmar sweat and females in the same 
condition less of an increase than will the respective 
sexes in the Independence or Conformity Condition. 
3. The Ss in the Compromise Condition will report that they 
experienced less tension, anger, and more confidence than 
will the Ss in the Independence or Conformity Condition. 
Both the cognitive model and the extended response model 
as well as the general usage of the concept of compromise contain 
one major common element in their definition of compromise: namely, 
the partial satisfaction of each of the two original competing 
responses. If one were to obtain satisfaction measures concerned 
with each of the original alternatives, the following hypothesis 
can be made: 
The discrepancy between the satisfaction ratings associated 
with each of the two alternatives is less for the Ss who 
compromise than it is for those who do not. 
The research predictions are: 
4. The Ss in the Compromise Condition will exhibit less 
discrepancy between the ratings of self and others 
than will the Ss in the Independence or Conformity 
Condition. 
5. The Ss in the Compromise Condition will exhibit less 
discrepancy between the ratings of self and perceived 
ratings by others of self than will the Ss in either 
the Independence or Conformity Condition. 
Although the concept of compromise is embedded in two theories which 
generate predictions concerning subsequent tension, no predictions 
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can be made concerning this variable and being independent and 
conforming. The review of the literature presented above clearly 
indicates the paucity of theory and data concerning the relationship 
between subsequent tension and being independent and conforming. 
Thus one is forced to propose the null hypothesis: 
The Ss who are independent as compared to those 
who conform in an independence-conformity conflict 
will not manifest a different amount of tension. 
The research hypotheses are: 
6. The Ss in the Independence Condition w.ill not differ 
from the Ss in the Conformity Condition with 
respect to 
a. Change in latency on hard relative to easy 
problems; i.e. the interaction between 
problem difficulty and condition 
b. The amount of change in palmar sweat when 
sex differences are taken into account. 
c. Their subjective reports of tension, anger, 
and confidence. 
We can make predictions concerning differences in degree 
of satisfaction as a function of being independent and conforming. 
Our conceptual system states that by choosing one of the 
original alternatives, the other is given up completely. Thus 
it may be inferred that satisfactions associated with the 
exclusive elements of alternative A will be higher for persons 
choosing alternative A than for those persons choosing alternative 
B and vice versa. The general prediction is thct : 
The Ss who are independent will exhibit greater 
self-satisfaction as compared to the Ss who conform, 
who will exhibit greater satisfaction with others. 
The research predictions are: 
7. The Ss in the Independence Condition will exhibit 
greater satisfaction with their own performance 
than will the Ss in the Conformity Condition. 
8. The Ss in the Conformity Condition will exhibit 
greater satisfaction with the performance of 
others than will the Ss in the Independence Condition. 
9. The Ss in the Conformity Condition will be more 
favorable to having the same teammates again than 
will the Ss in the Independence Condition. 
10. The Ss in the Conformity condition will perceive 
that others are more satisfied with their performance 
than w.i.ll the Ss in the Independence Condition. 
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Chap~f3r III 
EXPERIMENTAL METHODOLOGY 
Overview 
In the experimental room, the Ss were given a general orientation 
and told this was an experiment being done for the U. s. A:nrry and 
was concerned with observing and reporting parachute attacks (i.e., 
counting dots) and other variables. A palmar sweat measure was then 
obtained from each S. Instructions were then given concerning the 
apparatus and the first task, which was an individual observation 
phase (i.e., nQ one but the E saw their responses) was presented. 
Then, instructions concerning a group observation phase were given. 
This was, in fact, the Asch conflict situation. Each person 
unbeknownst to the others was assigned the role of coordinator of 
the observation team and was given one of three inductions 
(conformity, independence, or compromise). Immediately following 
this phase, a second measure of palmar sweat was obtained, which 
in turn was followed by a second individual observation phase. The 
final part of the experiment was the administration of two 
questionnaires. 
Subjects: Characteristics and Selection 
Undergraduate students at Boston University School of Business, 
Public Relations and Conmmnications, and Sargent College were asked 
to volunteer in an experiment that was "sponsored by a government 
agency and dealt with group problem solving and perception." This 
request was made during class time with the sanction of the 
instructor. All persons who were __ :wiDing to participate in the 
research filled out time schedules in class. Twenty-seven males 
and sixty-four females participated in the experiment. 
Randomization Procedures 
Ss were randomly assigned to groups of four same sex persons. 
Thus the randomization procedure was stratified by sex and 
limited by the potential Ss available time. After the four Ss 
arrived in the waiting room, they entered t.he experimental room 
and sat in a private booth. Prior to each experimental session, the 
booths were randomly assigned a particular induction. Two of the 
four booths were assigned the Compromise Induction, one the Independ-
ent Induction, and one the Confonnity Induction. 
The Factorial Design 
For all dependent variables, there was one major set of inde-
pendent variables; nam.el;r, the induced mode of conflict resolution. 
However, for each dependent variable there was a somewhat different 
factorial design. 
For the latency measure, a 3X2 design was employed. That is, 
the three modes of conflict resolution by easy and hard problems. 
For the sweat measure, a 3X2 design was also used, but with 
sex as the breaking variable. The anal;rsis of each item for each 
questionnaire used the modes of conflict resolution as the onl;r 
independent variables. 
Experimental Situation 
1. THE PHYSICAL SETTING: The Ss met in a waiting room 
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nearby the experimental room. When all four Ss arrived, they were 
ushered into the experimental room, and each went to one of four 
separate booths. The booths were arranged so that the Ss could not 
see one another and they were instructed not to talk to one another. 
Each booth had in it: a switch box with six switches, labelled 
A to F; a panel of bulbs which was covered when the Ss entered 
the room; a small scale; a small container; and a pencil. A slide 
projector connected to a timeClock was situated between the second 
and third subject. A research assistant sat in this booth and oper-
ated the slide projector. The projector activated reaction timers 
and registered each of the S's responses. The E's master panel in 
the adjoining room activated the bulbs on the panels in the Ss' 
booths. 
2. DETAILS OF THE EXPERIMENT: The best way to understand 
the details of the experimental procedure is to read the instructions 
that the Ss received. 
INSTRUCTIONS 
As you know, I am George Wolkon, a member of a research group 
here at the Human Relations Center. We have been given a grant from 
the Department of the Army to investigate certain aspects of spotting 
parachute attacks and reporting the results from field stations to 
Headquarters and other related factors. 
Before we get started, there are some general rules I would 
like you to follow throughout the experiment. First, don't talk to 
one another until the end of the experiment. And, now if you would 
attach the curtain that is on the side of your booth to the wall 
behind you. This is done so you cannot see one another. If you 
have any questions about the apparatus or the instructions, please 
raise your hand and I will come to your booth and answer your 
ques.t.ions indi vidua.lly. 
The ~ wants this research done because of the increasing 
likelihood of parachute attacks in limited 11brushfireu wars. 
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Improved technology has made parachute attacks more effective than 
ever before, thus demanding more effective countermeasures. As a 
result the ~ wants to develop the best operational procedures 
of spotting and reporting attacks. After the procedures have been 
developed, the Arrq intends to train certain of its own personnel 
in these methods but more important they intend to train civilians 
in the locations where the paratroop attacks are expected. 
After the experiment is over, I will explain the different 
phases of the experiment in as much detail as you wish. But for 
now I would like you to ~ close attention to the instructions. 
The equipment in your booth will be explained to you as the 
experiment progresses. Briefly, there is a switchbox, a pencil, a 
5X8 card, a panel of bulbs under the orange cover, a scale and a 
small container. 
(THE PAlMAR SWEAT INDEX) 
For the time being,. we will be concerned only with the scale 
and the small container. The procedure we are going to follow is 
simi Jar to taking your fingerprint. When I tell you, I want you to 
take the cover of the container, then again when I tell you, dip the 
index finger of the right hand in the liquid, scrape off the excess 
liquid on the side of the container; then extend your arm, palm up, 
towards the front of the roam so I can see your finger. After a 
moment or two, I will tell you to place your finger on the paper 
which is on the scale and press down such that the scale registers 
between 15 and 16 ounces and hold it that way until I ask you to 
remove your finger from the scale which will be after three minutes. 
Dllring this procedure, you mq rest your ar.m on the table. Chce 
you place your finger on the paper do not move your finger. 
(E GIVES DEMONSTRATION) 
Now, if you would. remove the. cap from the container ••• dip your 
index finger in the liquid ••• scrape off the excess liquid ••• now 
extend yuur ar.m towards me with your palms up ••• place the cap back 
on the container with your other hand ••• now place your finger on 
the scale and press down such that the scale registers between 15 
and 16 ounces and hold it that wa;y until I ask you to remove your 
finger ••••••• Please remove your finger from the scale. The 
liquid washes off easily. 
(E then obtained the names of the persons who were sitting in 
the particular booths.) 
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Unlike the airplane spotters of Wbrld War II, who observed from 
rooftops using binoculars, the observers of today and tomorrow will 
scan the skies while they are underground by means of a videoscope 
---a modified radar scope. During this experiment, would you 
imagine yourself underground observing a videoscope for the ~. 
The Army, of course, did not allow us to use their equipnent 
in the experiment because of its secret nature. The experimental 
equipnent, is, however, functionalJ.y the same and will provide the 
data that the ~ needs. The slides you will see are reproductions 
of the videos cope screen at a particular point in time. 
In general, your task is to co'imt the number of parachutes in the 
attack and report this to Headquarters. 
Since the J.:riq is going to establish part of their operational 
procedures on the basis of this other related research, you should do 
your best throughout the experiment. The importance of the results 
of the experiment can easiJJr be seen by the following oversimplified 
example. If the size of the parachute attack is underestimated, too 
few troops might be sent to repel the attack. em the other hand, if 
the size of the attack is overestimated, too many troops might be 
sent to one location and they might be needed elsewhere. 
There will be three observation phases to this experi.Dlent. I 
will tell you about each of them as we come to them. During each of 
the observation phases there will be some extraneous noise so as to 
simulate in part the actual situation. 
(THe real reason for the noise was to drown out noises from the 
electrical apparatus, which may have provided cues about the nature 
of the deception. The noisemaker accomplished its purpose.) 
The first observation phase will consist of a series of slides 
being projected on the wall in front of you for a brief period of 
time. Each slide is simH.ar to what you would see on the videoscope. 
There will be a number of dots on the slide. Each dot represents 
approximately 100 parachutes. The videosQope is not sensitive enough 
to register groups of fewer parachutes. The slide will be shown for 
a ver.y brief period of time---the same amount of time it takes the 
videoscope to scan the same area of the sky. You are to count the 
number of dots in each slide and then pull the appropriate switch 
in the swi.tchbox in your booth. The white card in your booth tells 
what switch to pull. For example, if you think the answer is 21 
dots, which represents 2100 parachutes, you should pull the A switch 
towards you. You should leave your switches on until I ask you to 
shut them off. The number of dots will range from 21 to 26 inclusive 
and the possible. answers from A to F. 
(The card to which the Ss were referred is reproduced below.) 
i#-- ·-- ··-··-·-·· -- ---·--···---------·····-·---·-·· ......... -- -------···---------- -- .• ··----- ·-·-·--------- ------·- - -· 
'I RESPOND AS QUICKLY AND AS ACCURATELY AS YOU CAN I 
I Response Number of Dots Number of Parachutes· 
1 
I 
\ 
I 
\ 
' 
A 
B 
c 
D 
E 
F 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
2100 
2200 
2300 
2400 
2500 
2600 
-· ----·-------··----~-----------~- ·------ --···------------- ---- ----
The A:rmy is, o:f course, interested in the speed and ac'curacy 
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of the responses. Thus, it is extremely important for you to answer 
as accurately and as quickly as possible. I am going to record both 
the response and the time it takes you to respond. Hence, you should 
keep your hand right next to the switchbox so that no time will be 
wasted in moving your arm. 
Just be:fore the slide is shown, I will say "ready" from the 
next room and the projectionist will say 11now". The slide will be 
shown for a brief period of time. 
We will now have two practice trials so that you can become 
familiar with the procedure. Remember, you must send an answer, and 
the most accurate answer is the one that should be sent. 
(Two practice trials) 
If there are a.n;y questions please raise your hand and I will 
come to your booth and. answer the questions individually. 
We will now have a series of slides shown one at a time. 
Please respond as accurately and quickly as possible. Remember to 
leave your switches on until I ask you to shut them off. 
{Ten trials) 
The specific purposes of the next phase of the experiment is to 
learn whether (A) having a group of persons helping in the observation 
is useful, (B) what the role of the group would be, if a.rry, and 
(C) i:f by using categor,y description of the size of the attack rather 
than a specific count greater effectiveness can be achieved. 
In this set of experiments, we are investigating four person 
observer teams. Since previous research has shown that the most 
efficient method is one where the participants communicate in a 
definite order, we will do so here. Each person will be assigned a 
number, 1 through 4. When giving your answers, you should go in 
numerical order. That is, number ~goes first, then 2, then 3, and 
number four goes last •. You are not nectasarily sitting in numerical 
order. For example, numb~r 2 is not necessarily sitting between num-
bers 1 and 3. We have done this so you will not lmow what person 
has what number; though you will find this out in a latter phase of 
the experiment. 
(The E removed the cloths which were covering the panel of 
bulbs in each booth.) 
You will be able to tell when it is your turn to give the answer 
by watching the panel of bulbs in front of you. Number 1 gives 
his answer by pulling the appropriate switch when he is ready. When 
he pulls his switch, the corresponding bulb lights up on the panels 
in the other persons' booths and on mw panel in the other room. When 
number 2 sees that number l's answer has registered on his panel, he 
should then register his answer. When person 3 has s~en that number 2 
has answered, he should register his answer. And, when number 4 has 
seen the answers of the three other members of the team, he should 
register his answer. 
In this way, everybody knows when it is his turn to answer and 
also knows who has given what answer. You will see that your own 
answer does not register on your own panel of bulbs though it does on 
everyone else's panel. 
Ck1 the panel of bulbs, the columns which are of the same color 
stand for the person and are labelled appropriately at the bottom of 
the column. The rows are the possible answers and are also labelled 
appropriately. You will note that there are only four possible answers 
in this phase of the experiment. This means that you should not use 
switches E and F on the switchbox. 
Person number 4 will be assigned the job of coordinator. The 
task of the coordinator is to send the best possible answer to 
Headquarters as quickly as possible. (k1ly one person from each 
observer team sends an answer to Headquarters to avoid confusion at the 
nerve center of the operations. 
The Department of the ~ has established guidelines for each 
member of the observer team in order to help them make their decisions. 
All of the guidelines have as their major purpose, the selection of 
the best answer. The most, c-omplex guidelines are, of course, for 
the coordinator since he is the one who sends the final answer to 
Headquarters. I will give each of you position number assignments 
and the guidelines that go along with your position. Would you study 
the guidelines and when you finish, I will collect them and give 
you a brief questionnaire to see if you understand the guidelines. 
(A 5X8 card was given to each S with the randomly assigned guide-
lines on them. The card which contained the Compromise Induction 
appears below...)__ (All the inductions are contained in Appendix F) • 
Your position number is 4. You are the coordinator of this 
observer team. 
The Army has set forth the following guidelines for your 
position. 
1. If there is complete agreement among all of the team 
members including yourself, the best answer is 
obviously the answer agreed upon and is the one you 
should send to Headquarters. 
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2. if there is disagreement among the team members, including 
yourself as a team member, you should send an answer that 
represents an average of the responses of the others and your 
own response, giving your own additional importance because 
of your personal responsibility. Other research has shown 
that the method of averaging tends to result in more accurate 
judgments being sent to Headquarters. 
(While the Ss were reading this card, the E moved the paper 
on which the fingerprint was taken so that a second fingerprint could 
be taken at a later time. 
When all the Ss indicated that they had finished reading the 
guidelines, they were collected and the following brief questionnaire 
was given to each S.) 
r~-------------------- ------- ---- ----- --- -- --
! Your position number is ____________________ __ 
I 
\ What are the guidelines the Ar.my has set forth for your position 
number? 
I 
i 
I 
I 
I 
I 
Do you intend to follow the guidelines? I 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- ------ ----------------------- -- ____ j 
The white card I am now passing out has on one side of it the 
descriptive categories of the size of the attack and the appropriate 
switch for each answer and a summary of the guidelines for your 
position number. You may refer to this card anytime you wish through-
out this phase of the experiment. · 
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(The card which contains the summary of the Compromise Induction 
is presented below.) (The other guidelines appear in Appendix F) • 
. ,.--------- . ···-··-· -----·-------------·-------,-------·-··--·-···--··---- ···-·· .... ······-·· ·- ----
!Your position number is 4. You are the coordinator of this 
!observer team. 
i 
I 
!Brief review of guidelines 
I 
! 
, If there is disagreement among the team members, including your- t 
, self as a team member, you should send an answer that represents 
\ an average of the responses of the others and your own response, 
; giving your own additional importance because of your personal 
!responsibility. Other research has shown that the method of averag-
ling tends to result in more accurate judgments being sent to ! Headquarters. 
jNumber of Dots Number of Parachutes Size of the Attack Response 
1 10-12 
I 13-15 
1000-1299 
1300-1599 
1600-1899 
1900 or more 
small scale 
medium scale 
large scale 
full scale 
A 
B 
c 
D 
\ 16-18 
I 
I 
19 or more 
'-t-----···----------·---·. -- ----------------------·------------·-···-----·-----··- -------·- --------········-·--·-------·· .. ---------
As you can see from the card, four categories descriptive of 
the size of the attack will be used; small, medium, large, and full 
scale attack. A small scale attack will have from 1000 to 1.299 para-
chutes in it or from 10 ~o 12 dots inclusive; a medium size attack 
will have from 1300-1599 parachutes in it or from 13 to 15 dots 
inclusive; a large scale attack will have from 1600 to 1899 parachutes 
in it or from 16 to 18 dots inclusive; and a full scale attack will 
have 1900 or more parachutes in it or more than 19 dots. 
To send an answer of a small scale attack, switch A should be 
pulled; for a medium attack, switch B; for a large attack, switch 
C; and for a full scale attack, switch D should be pulled. Again, 
switches E and F are not used in this phase of the experiment. 
Remember that you are to give your answers in numerical order 
and you should follow the guidelines established by the .Army in 
arriving at the best possible answer. Would you now review the guide-
lines that are written on your card. 
We will now have one practice trial to make sure you understand 
the procedure. Remember you must go in numerical order. 
(Practice Trial) 
Would you now fill out the following questionnaire so that I 
will know that you understand how the apparatus works. 
(The following questionnaire was handed out to each SJ 
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-----·-------------·-:---....1.·-------------~----------------- ---------., 
Your number 
---
Person number 1 gave a ___ (letter) response which means a __ s.cale attack. 
Person number 2. gave a. ___ (letter) response which means a~-..:scale attack. 1 
I Person number 3 gave a ___ ( letter) response which means a ·scale attack. l 
I 
; 
Person number 4 gave a ___ (letter) response which means a scale attack. j 
---------(The questionnaires were checked and collected.) 
A series of slides will now be shown one at a time, for a brief 
period of time. Remember to leave your switches on until I ask you 
to shut them off, to give your answers in numerical order, and to 
follow the guidelines. 
(15 trials were presented in the Asch conflict situation.) 
I would now like .to take your fingerprint once again. We will 
follow the same procedure we did the first time. 
(The same instructions and procedure were followed as the first 
time, so they will not be repeated here.) 
(After the fingerprinting was completed the E replaced the 
covers on the panels of bulbs, collected the 5X8 card used the 
I 
previous phase, and passed out the same card used in the first 
observation phase.) 
In this phase of the experiment, you will again be performing 
as individuals and not as members of a team ••• just as in the first 
phase of the experiment. The number of dots will again range from 
2.1 to 2.6 inclusive. The card I am now handing out contains the 
responses that should. be sent as- the answer. Remember you should 
respond as quickly and as accuratelY as possible. 
[ 
(The same ten slides shown in .the first phase of the experiment 
were shown again in the same order. The Ss were then asked to fill 
out the semantic differential and the questionnaire. Ss were then 
verba.l.ly questioned as to whether they followed the guidelines. Both 
of these instruments may be found in the appendix. ) 
Exposing the Experimental Deceptions 
After the questionnaires were completed, the Ss were informed 
about the purpose of the experiment and the nature of the deceptions. 
Many of their questions were discussed. The Ss, for the most part, 
felt that they had learned something by participating and seemed to 
have enjoyed the experiment. All Ss were asked not to talk about 
the experiment with students who had not yet participated. The Ss 
saw the importance of secrecy and agreed not to talk about it. 
The Inductions 
Xhe. failure of the inductions to work effective~ in a pilot 
study' (Wol.kon et al., 1962) indicated that much care had to be exerted 
in the creation of the guidelines. Two alternative sets of guidelines 
were made and .then administered to J.47 freshmen at Springfield 
College.* These students were told that they were going to read 
instructions for an experiment to be conducted at Boston University 
and that they were going to be asked to judge the clarity of the 
instructions. The real purpose of this administration was to ascertain 
if the guidelines were of differential credibility. The following 
seven questions were asked and rated on an eleven point scale. 
*Gratitude is expressed to Dr. Al.1en Kaynor of Springfield College for 
allowing his students to participate in this study during classtiJrie. 
1. Were the instructions as a whole clear? 
2. Was the current function of Civil Defense clear? 
3. Was the function of Civil Defense clear? 
4. Did the guidelines seem reasonable to you? 
5. Did the guidelines seem useful to you? 
. 6. If you were a subject in the actual experiment, would you follow 
the guidelines provided by Civil Defense? 
7. Apart from the experiment, imagine you were rea.l.zy spotting for 
Civil Defense. How likely do you think it is that you would 
actually receive such guidelines. 
~ the comparisons for the set of guidelines that were used 
are shown in Table 1 and are reproduced in Appendix B. As can be 
seen from Table 1, the different guidelines were rated substantially 
the same for all students taking this set of guidelines. The other 
set of guidelines also were not differentially credible and were in 
fact tried first in the actual running of the experiment. They were 
unsuccessful so the alternative set was used. 
Table I 
Mean Clarity and Credibility Scores for the Three Inductions 
Question Compromise Independence Conformity ~ 
1 2.28 2.45 2.06 0.30 
2 3.08 2.90 3.31 0.36 
3 1.72 2.31 1.47 2.07 
4 3.67 3.57 3.81 0.08 
5 3.84 3.50 3.77 0.19 
6 2.48 3.07 2.81 0.49 
7 3.44 4.61 4.71 1.33 
*F.05 = 3.ll 
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One change was made· in the guidelines from the ones used in 
this pilot study. Namely, the Department of the A'rDq was substituted 
for Civil Defense because of the maqy comments by the students at 
Springfield College that Civil Defense would not be concerned about 
parachute attacks. 
In the experiment itself, the questionnaire concerning the Ss' 
understanding of the guidelines revealed that only one S failed to 
understand them and he was not included in any of the a.nalyses. 
The Stimuli 
Two sets of stimuli were used; one for the private discriminations 
and the second for the conflict situation. Both sets of stimuli were 
slides projected on the wall in front of the Ss for five seconds. Each 
slide had a number of dots in it, which represented parachutes to 
the Ss. The Ss were to respond as quic~ and as accurately as 
possibJ.e by pulling one of the switches in the switch box in their 
respective booths. 
The number of dots in the stimuli used for the private discrim-
inatio~s ranged from 21 to 26 inclusive. The slides were made so 
as to obtain a range of difficulty. The responses in the pUot study 
indicated that the percent of correct responses per item on the first 
showing of that item ranged from 25% to 67%. This was thought to be 
an adequate range of difficulty. 
Prior to the first set of ten private discriminations, two train-
ing trials were given and questions about the procedure, etc. were 
solicited from the Ss. No questions were asked. The same set of 
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ten trials were given again in the same order but without the 
training trials for the purpose of obtaining the post conflict measure 
of performance. 
The visual stimuli for the conflict situation also consisted of 
a npmber of dots being projected for five seconds on the wall by means 
of a slide projector, but these ranged from 10 to 19, with four 
response categories. They were 10-12, 13-15, 16-18 , and 19 or more. 
These stimuli were constructed so that about 90% of the responses 
would be veridical when they were responded to in a private condition. 
The pilot study bears this out; 87% of the responses were veridical. 
In the conflict situation, the Ss had another major stimulus 
to contend with. Namely, each S saw what he thought was the 
responses of the other members of the team before he himself responded. 
In fact, these responses were the preprogrammed response of the E. 
The E's responses were veridical for the training trial and for five 
of the fifteen experimental trials (nwnbers 1,2,4,5 and 7). These 
are called non-critical trials. On the ten critical trials, the Es 
preprogrammed responses were alWays one category a~ from the veridical 
response; e.g., if the veridical response were A, the preprogrammed 
response would be C, so as to allow the compromise or average response 
of B. 
The Colorimetric Palmar Sweat Index 
The general procedure described by MOwrer et al. (1953) was fol-
lowed in obtaining an index of palmar sweat. Namely, the paper on 
which the index was to be taken was ordinary mimeograph paper, soaked 
for three minutes in a five per cent solution of tannic acid that was 
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prepared in distilled water and---.filtered. The solution which was 
placed on the S 1s finger was composed of three drops of hydrochloric 
acid added to 13 grams of ~ous ferric chloride in 400c.c. of 
chemically pure acetone. 
In order to obtain the measure for four Ss at one time, a major 
change was introduced in Mowrer 1 s (1953) methodology. In each S 1 s 
booth was placed a covered petri dish (a flat bot tom dish about 
3~" in diameter and about i" deep). About a t" of the acetone 
solution was placed in each dish. Also in each .booth was a small postage 
scale with a piece of hard flat linoleum glued on its weighing surface. 
Fastened to this surface was a li" x 3~ 11 piece of impregnated paper. 
The Ss were instructed to dip the index finger. of their right hand 
in the liquid so the fingerprint gets wet~ scrape off the excess 
liquid on the side of the container, and then extend their arm 
towards the E. After a moment or two, when the fingers appeared 
dry, the Ss were instructed to place their finger on the paper which 
was on the,scale and press down so that the scale registered between 
15 and 16 ounces and to hold it that way .for three minutes. The 
purpose of the scale was to control the amount of pressure which 
may affect the amount of discoloration of the paper. 
Within 24 hours after obtaining the fingerprints a densitometer 
reading was obtained (basically, a photoelectric cell attached to a 
microammeter). In order to control for fingerprint size, a piece of 
tinfoil with a small hole in the center was placed over the photo-
electric cell. The base rate of the ammeter was set at 40; i.e., this 
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was the reading which was obtained for each piece of paper without the 
fingerprint registering. The lower the reading the more the palmar 
sweat. The recorded reading for each fingerprint was the lowest one 
that was obtained. 
Latency 
The reaction time for each S for each trial in the private 
discrimination phases of the experiment was obtained to the closest 
1/100 of a second. The clocks were activated by the slide projector 
as soon as the slide was projected and they were deactivated when the 
S responded. 
The Questionnaires 
After the second private discrimination phase, two questionnaires 
were administered to the Ss. First, a Semantic Differential type which 
is assumed to be an indirect measure of sentiment, potency, and 
activity evaluations of the concept rated. Three concepts were rated 
by the Ss: myself as a team member, the others on my team, and the 
guidelines given me. The instrument itself may be found in 
Appendix C. The instructions were read aloud to the Ss. 
The second questionnaire consisted of ten questions and sought 
to tap the following areas: job satisfaction, members satisfaction 
with self, satisfaction with others, anxiety, anger, and confidence. 
The questionnaire may be found in the Appendix D. 
CHAPTER IV 
Er.?ERIMENTAL RESULTS 
Test of Experimental Inductions 
Effectiveness of the Inductions 
This section examines the success in changing the frequency of 
occurrence of the modes of conflict resolution in a free choice situation 
by making salient a particular mode of resolution. Specifically, we will 
compare the distribution of choices made in the pilot study (Appendix A) 
to the frequency of choices made in the major experiment using the in-
ductions. The criterion for saying that a person used a consistent mode 
of resolution or that the induction was successful is that at least seven 
of the ten critical trials be responded to in a consistent manner and in 
the direction required by the induction. 
Table I indicates that when the inductions were used they significant-
ly altered the pattern of conflict resolution as compared with the free 
choice situation (p L, .001)* 
*Expected probabilities were computed by multiplying the number of persons 
who received a particular induction by the proportion of people who chose 
that mode of resolution in the free choice situation. That is, 8 of 15 
persons in the free choice situation chose to be independent and 21 persons 
received the independence induction. Therefore the expected probability for 
a successful independence induction is 8/15 x 21; for compromise, it was 
0/15 x 50; and for conformity, 5/15 x 20. 
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Table I 
Proportion of Occurence of a Particular Mode of Resolution 
Free Choice1 
Inductions2 
Independence 
% Prop. 
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76 
8/15 
16/21 
Conformity Compromise 
% Prop. % Prop. 
38 5/15 o% 0/15 
90 18/20 32% 16/50 
1. 100% - 15 Ss who participated in the pilot study. Two 
Ss could not be classified as to typical response because 
they did not respond 7 or more times the same way. 
2. 100% - the number of Ss who received the particular 
induction. The per cent in table is the per cent of 
successful induction. 
The above analysis only takes into account the actual proportion 
of effective inductions relative to the expected proportion. It does 
not take into account the change in proportion of effective inductions 
relative to the amount of possible change. The latter proportion seems 
desirable and can be statistically tested by means of the kappa statistic* 
(Cohen, 1960)~ There was a significant amount of change for each 
induction in the predicted direction; for Independence, k=.48, 
P• t.. .025; for Conformity, k=.85, p L .001; and for Compromise, k=.Jl, 
p L .001. 
In order to ascertain if the inductions had a differential effect, 
each pair of kappas were compared.** These analyses show that the Conformity 
observed-expected 
*The statistical definition of kappa is: 1-expected 
**Test of significance of the difference between independent kappas can 
be determined by evaluating the normal curve deviate: . k1-k2 
z = yn};"!4 tr=="'f~l ""'·-
""K~-rv {!!. The z for the Conformity-compromise comparison is 1.76 and p=.05; for the 
Conformity-Independence comparison, z=l.OJ, p=.30 (n.s.); and for the 
Compromise-Independence comparison, z=0.80 and p=.42 (n.s.) 
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Induction was significantly more powerful than the Compromise Induction 
but that the Independence Induction was not significantly different from 
either the Compromise Induction nor the Conformity Induction. 
Thus one can conclude that the experimental manipulations had the 
desired effect but that the conditions were differentially effected in 
that the Conformity Induction was significantly more powerful than the 
Compromise Induction~ 
Another method of testing the effectiveness of the inductions is 
to compare each of the three experimental conditions with respect to 
their percentage of successes. This is done in Table II. Though the 
overall table is significant, it can be seen that the Independence and 
Conformity Inductions were significantly more successful than the 
Compromise Induction. 
Table II 
Percentage of Successful Inductions for 
Experimental Conditions 
Success Failure 
Independence 16 5 
Conformity 18 2 
Compromise 16 34 
Total N=91, d.f. = 2, x2 = 24.37, 
% Success 
76 
90 
32 
p L .001 
The first analysis indicates that the experimental inductions 
exerted a significant effect in inducing Ss to reflect behaviorally 
the requirements of the inductions when this is compared with the base 
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rates of a free choice situation. Moreover, the Conformity Induction 
was more powerful than the Compromise Induction. The second analysis 
indicates that the Independence and Conformity Inductions were relatively 
more successful than the Compromise Induction. However, both analyses 
suggest that the compromise alternative was not as attractive as the other 
two alternatives; namely, the low success rate of the Compromise Induction 
and the low frequency of occurrence of the compromise response in the 
free choice situation. 
One possible explanation for the lack of attractiveness of the com-
promise responses is that there was not a perfect "mid-pointtt compromise 
response available. That is, the perfect compromise response fell between 
two discrete responses. In order to determine if this factor was responsible 
for the lower frequency of successful compromise inductions, 15 additional 
Ss were run under conditions where they had a double option response 
available; i.e., they could give the discrete responses on both sides of 
the non-discrete mid-point as well as the single compromise response 
available in the main experiment.* The results indicated that only 25% of 
the responses were compromises and 58% of these were the one switch response. 
In the experiment itself, 35% of the responses were in fact compromises. 
*The perfect mid-point response can be computed, if numbers are assigned 
to each of the responses. For example, if the response of A were assigned 
1; the response of B, 2; and c, 3; and the three preprogrammed incorrect 
responses were C's and the S thought the correct answer was A: then the 
arithmetic mean would be 2.5 (3+3+3+1 divided by 4), exactly in between the 
responses of B and c. The instructions told the S to weight his own answer 
more heavily than those of the other members of his team. This new 
condition not only allowed the S to make the B response but also gave 
them the option of pulling two adjacent switches when they thought the 
average response fell between two discrete responses. In this example, 
the S could respond by pulling the B switch or by pulling both the B and 
the C switch. Both of these types of responses were considered compromises 
in this condition. 
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Because the double response option did not increase the number of 
compromise responses (and actual~ lowered them), it is felt that the 
low frequency of compromise response choices is not a function of the 
lack of a discrete response representing the mid-point response. However, 
there might be a confounding factor in that the double response might 
be a more complex situation. This factor of complexity did not show itself 
in the Ss stated understanding of the instructions. 
In summary, the inductions significant~ changed the base rates in 
the desired direction but they were differentially effective. The 
Conformity Induction was significant~ more effective than the Compromise 
Induction. The absolute level of effective inductions for both the 
Conformity and Independence Conditions was higher than the Compromise 
Condition. 
In order to explain the greater relative success of the Independence 
and Conformity Inductions, it is necessary to point out that in the free 
choice situation, no one chose the compromise alternative, imp~ing that 
it may be considered unattractive. The induction significant~ increased 
the attractiveness of the response over the free choice situation in 
that significant~ more Ss chose it. It is thought that the induction 
made salient the aspects of each of the competing responses (independence 
and conformity) that would be obtained by making the compromise response. 
The low rate of effective inductions indicates that the experimental 
instructions failed to create a consensus concerning the overlap of the 
different aspects of the compromise response with the other competing 
responses. It is not clear whether this is a result of the complexity 
of the induction or a function of the specific type of conflict. 
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Despite the fact that the Compromise Induction was less effective 
than the others in an overall sense the experimental inductions were 
effective because they significantly altered the base rates in the 
desired direction. However, because of the lack of complete success 
of the inductions, two sets of analyses were performed: (1) using all 
Ss and (2) using only those Ss for whom the induction succeeded. 
The imperfection of the inductions and the resulting two sets of 
the analyses has certain implications for the interpretation. That 
is, meaningful interpretations can be offered only for the analysis using 
the Ss on wham the inductions were successful. Even here the 
interpretations can not be as clear cut as planned for the Compromise 
Condition because of the self-selective factor involved with accepting 
the induction. Thus personality and mode of resolution are confounded 
in the Compromise Condition and the interpretations must take this into 
account. The amount of confounding in the other two conditions is 
thought to be so slight that it has little practical significance. 
In addition to the behavioral effects of the inductions discussed 
above, data concerned with the Ss' attitudes towards the inductions 
were collected. The analyses of these data are contained in the next 
section. 
Comparison of Attitudes Toward the Inductions (Guidelines) 
At the conclusion of the experime~t all Ss were asked to complete 
an evaluation of the guidelines they received by means of the Semantic 
Differential. No mean differences were found between conditions on the 
sentiment, potency, or activity dimensions, for both all the Ss (hereafter 
called the Total Sample) and for the Ss on wham the inductions were 
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successful (hereafter called the Success Sample) (see Table I in Appendix E). 
It should be pointed out that the variance for the sentiment scores of 
the Compromise Success Sample is significantly smaller than the other 
two conditions. Because of this extreme heterogeneity, the scores were 
trichotornized into high, medium, and low categories and a Chi-square 
computed. No significant differences emerged, thus confirming the finding 
that the Success Samples did not differentially evaluate the guidelines 
(see Table III). 
Table III 
Sentiment towards Guidelines for Success Sample* 
High Medium Low Total 
Compromise l 8 6 15 
Conformity 6 4 6 16 
Independence 5 5 5 15 
x2 = 5.13, d.f. = 4, p is n.s. 
Now that the inductions have been evaluated, we will test the 
hypotheses. Each of the next three sections of this chapter is concerned 
with one of the dependent variables and the relevant hypotheses. 
Change in Latency and Modes of Conflict Resolution 
This section deals with the following two hypotheses: (l)** those 
Ss in the Compromise Condition will exhibit greater improvement (change in 
latency from the pre-conflict private discriminations to the post-conflict 
*2 Ss in the Conformity Condition and l in the Independence Condition did 
not fill out the Semantic Differential. 
**Hypotheses are numbered consistently with the numbers assigned in the 
"Rationale and Hypotheses" Chapter. 
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private discriminations) on hard relative to easy problems than will those 
Ss in either the Independence or Conformity Conditions, aad (6a) the Ss 
in the Independence Condition will not differ from the Ss in the Conformity 
Condition in change in latency on easy relative to hard problems. 
The change in latency was obtained by subtracting the Ss' reaction 
time of each of the ten post-conflict trials from the reaction time of 
the corresponding pre-conflict discrimination trials. 
Parallel analyses were performed (1) on the Total Sample and (2) 
on the Success Sample. 
This portion of the Results chapter will be divided into two major 
sections. The first will concern itself solely with the Total Sample and 
the second with the Success Sample. Both hypotheses concerning change in latency 
will be tested and an alternative explanation will be eliminated for both 
samples. 
The Total Sample 
The analysis of variance, taking in account inter-trial variance, 
reveals that "modes of conflict resolution" (conditons) and "trials within 
difficulty levels" are the only significant terms (see Table IV). Further, 
the "condition by difficulty" term did not approach significance. Thus, 
this analysis indicates that we cannot reject either null hypothesis. 
However, inasmuch as the condition variances are heterogeneous 
{see distributions in Table II in Appendix E), we cannot put complete 
faith in the obtained probability levels. However, it is thought 
that the heterogeneity of variance would not substantially affect 
the lack of significance of the critical interaction term. A common 
logarithmic transformation was performed but it did not enhance the 
normality of the distribution nor did it reduce the heterogeneity of variance. 
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Table IV 
Change in Latency for Total Sample 
* 
5 Easy Trials 5 Hard Trials Total (10 Trials) 
Compromise X 9.85 9.91 9.88 
47 Ss** s2 4.09 2.54 3.36 
n 235 235 470 
-Independence X 9.63 9.48 9-55 
21 Ss s2 4-11 2.28 3.19 
n 105 105 210 
Conformity X 10.71 10.27 10.49 
20 Ss s2 6.26 2.31 4-33 
n 100 100 200 
Total x 9.99 9.89 
88 Ss s2 4-79 2.50 
n 440 440 
(The lower the score, the less the improvement) 
Bartlett's test for condition variances; corrected x2 = 8.47, p L .05 
*A constant of ten seconds was added to each score in order to eliminate 
negative numbers. Thus in all tables, a score of greater than ten means 
improvement from pre to post and a score less than ten means slower 
performance in the post as compared to the pre-conflict trials. 
**Three Ss who received the compromise induction are not included in these 
analyses for the following reasons: one S pulled her switches at random, 
not counting the dots; another did not understand the induction; and the 
third complained she could not see the slides because of the reflection of 
the sun. 
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TABLE IV (continued) 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
Source df ss ss F p 
Conditions 2 92.41 M>.2l 6.84 L. .01 
Difficulty 1 2.32 2.32 .72 n.s. 
Cond X Diff 2 8.81 4.40 1.37 n.s. 
S's w/cond 85 575 6.76 
Trials w/diff 8 64.31 8.04 2.50 L .05 
S's X cliff 85 233.54 2.75 .86 n.s. 
Error 696 2232.29 3.21 
Total 879 3208.68 
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In order to examine more clQ$ely the differences among conditions, 
it was thought reasonable (especially in light of the fact that the 
"trials within difficulty" term was significant and the "difficulty" 
term was not) to combine scores over the ten trials and treat this sum 
as a single score for each S.* It was anticipated that this would reduce 
the heterogeneity of variance. This is done in Table V. The variances 
are homogeneous and it was found that those Ss in the Conformity Condition 
improved significantly more than those Ss in the Compromise Condition who 
in turn improved significantly more than those Ss in the Independence 
Condition. 
One possible explanation of the differences among conditions is 
that they differed in initial reaction time thus allowing more room for 
improvem.ent in certain conditions. An ana.ly"sis of variance taking into 
account the inter-trial variance was performed (Table III in Appendix E: 
the distributions are contained in Table IV in Appendix E). The variances 
were heterogeneous and the common logarithmic transformation did not reduce 
the heterogeneity. Thus the ten trials were combined into one score 
and a simple analysis of variance was performed (Table VI). The variances 
were homogeneous and no significant differences were found between 
conditions. Thus, despite a trend for the Ss in the Conformity Condition 
to have higher initial latencies, we cannot reject the null hypothesis 
that the conditions did not differ in initial latency scores. 
In summary, the analyses of the Total Sample indicate that those Ss 
*This same procedure is used in subsequent analyses. 
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in the Conformity Condition improve significantly more than Ss in the 
Compromise Condition who, in turn, improve significantly more than those 
Ss in the ~dependence Condition. In addition, differences in initial 
reaction time cannot explain these obtained differences. 
The above analyses utilize all Ss who participated in the experiment 
regardless of whether they accepted the induction. The following section 
contains parallel analyses for only those Ss who accepted the induction. 
As will be noted the only difference in results between the two sets of 
analyses is that the "trials within difficulty" term for the analysis 
of variance taking into account the inter-trial variance for the Total 
Sample was significant while it is not for the Success Sample. 
The Success Sample 
The analysis of variance taking in account the inter-trial variance, 
reveals that the only significant term is nconditions 11 (modes of conflict 
resolution) and in addition the interaction term "conditions by 
difficulty" did not approach significance (Table VII). Thus, this 
analysis indicates that neither of our null hypotheses can be rejected. 
Again, however, the variances were heterogeneous, the common 
logarithmic transformation did not reduce the variance, and a simple 
analysis of variance, using one score per s, was computed. The variances 
were then homogeneous and there was a significant difference among 
conditions. The Ss in the Conformity Condition improved significantly 
more than the Ss in the Compromise Condition who, in turn, improved 
significantly more than tne Ss in the Independence Condition (Table VII). 
Table V 
Change in Latency Combined Over Trials for Total Sample 
n 
X 
Compromise 
47 
. 98.83 
66.78 
Independence 
21 
95.55 
74.66 
Conformity 
20 
104.86 
62.72 
Bartlett's test: x2 = .16, d.f. = 2, p is n.s • 
Source df 
Conditions 2 
Within 
Total 
85 
87 
.Ana.:cysis of Variance 
ss 
924.10 
5750.07 
6674.17 
ss 
462.05 
67.65 
Differences between Conditions 
t 
Conformity vs. Independence 10.46 
Conformity vs. Compromise 6.85 
Compromise vs. Independence 3.73 
F p 
6.83 L_ .01 
p 
L.Ol 
~.01 
L.ol 
Tabl-e--VI 
Initial Latency Combined; Over Trials for Total Sample 
Compromise Independence Conformity 
n 47 21 20 
-X 68.55 68.16 75.10 
s2 75.36 155.64 239.54 
Bartlett's test x2 = 5.79 d.f. = 2, p is n.s. 
Analysis of Variance 
Source df ss ss F p 
Conditions 2 689.67 344.84 2.23 n.s. 
Within 85 13142.69 154.62 
Total 87 13832.36 
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Table Vll 
Change in Latency for Success Sample 
5 Easy Trials 5 Hard Trials Total (10 Trials) 
Compromise X 9.99 9.91 9-95 
15 Ss s 5-64 2.63 4·14 
n 75 75 150 
Independence X 9.71 9.67 9.69 
16 Ss s2 4.19 2.18 3.18 
n 80 80 160 
Conformity X 10.76 10.24 10.50 
18 Ss s2 6.75 2.42 4.65 
n 90 90 180 
Total X 10.17 9-95 
49 Ss s2 5.78 2.46 
n 245 245 
(The lower the score the less the improvement) 
Bartlett's test for condition variances; corrected x2 = 7.00, pL. .05 
Analysis of Variance 
Source df ss ss F p 
Conditions 2 58.16 29.08 5.16 L .Ol 
Difficulty 1 6.13 6.13 1.54 n.s. 
Cond X Diff 2 6.10 3.05 0.77 n.s. 
S's w/cond 46 259.22 5.64 1.42 
Trials w/diff 8 30.86 3.86 0.97 n.s. 
S's X Diff 46 133.84 2.91 0.73 n.s. 
Error 384 1530.31 3.98 
Total 489 2024.62 
Table VIII 
Change in Latency Combined Over Trials for Success Sample 
n 
Bartlett's test: 
Compromise 
15 
99.50 
37.81 
x?- = 1.40, d.f. 
I-.dependence 
16 
96.90 
58.51 
= 2, p is n.s. 
Analysis of Variance 
Source df ss ss F 
Conditions 2 581.59 290.80 5.16 
Within 46 2592.15 56.35 
Total 48 3173.74 
Differences between Conditions 
t 
Conformity vs. Independence 7.21 
Conformity vs. Compromise 4.89 
Compromise vs. Independence 2.36 
Conformity 
18 
104.98 
69.72 
p 
L. .01 
p 
"' .01 
L .01 
L .05 
6? 
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Table IX 
Initial Latency Combined Over Trials for Success Sample 
Compromise Independence 
n 15 16 
-X 69.20 68.31 
s2 63.36 156.72 
Bartlett's Test: corrected i = 6.37, 2 d.f ., 
Analysis of Variance 
Source df 
Conditions 2 
Within 
Total 
46 
48 
ss 
499.83 
7600.10 
8099.93 
SS F 
249.92 1.51 
165.22 
Conformity 
18 
75-33 
262.10 
p L.. .05 > .02 
p 
n.s. 
The possible explanation that differences among conditions is 
due to different initial reaction times was examined. The analysis 
of variance taking in account the inter-trial variance is contained 
in Table V of Appendix E. The variances were heterogeneous and the 
common logarithmic transformation did not reduce the heterogeneity. 
Thus the ten trials were combined into one score and a simple analysis 
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of variance performed (Table IX). The variances were less heterogeneous 
and no differences were found among conditions. Thus, we canaot reject 
the null hypothesis that the conditions did not differ in initial latency. 
In summary, the analyses of the Success Sample indicate that those 
Ss in the Conformity Condition improve significantly more than those Ss 
in the Compromise Condition who, in turn, improve significantly more 
than those Ss in the Independence Condition. In addition, differences 
in initial reaction time cannot explain these obtained differences. 
Summary 
For both the Total Sample and the Success Sample, the a priori 
dependent variable of change in latency on hard relative to easy 
problems did not discriminate among conditions. Hence, hypothesis 
number 1 that states the Ss in the Compromise Condition will exhibit 
relatively greater improvement on hard relative to easy problems than 
will either the Ss in the Conformity or Independence Condition must be 
rejected. In addition, the null hypothesis (number 6a) that the Ss in 
the Independence Condition will not differ from the Ss in the Conformity 
Condition in change in latency on hard relative to easy problems cannot 
be rejected. However, the finding that change in latency over all trials 
did discriminate among conditions and that initial reaction times caanot 
account for these differences suggest that post hoc interpretations 
should be made (see Discussion). The specific differences that were 
found are: the Ss in the Conformity Condition improve (in terms of 
reduced latencies) more than the Ss in the Compromise Condition who, 
in turn, improve more than the Ss in the Independence Condition. 
Change in Palmar Sweat and Modes of Conflict Resolution 
This section deals with the following two hypotheses: (2) the 
males in the Compromise Condition will exhibit more of an increase 
in palmar sweat and females in the same condition less of an increase 
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than will the respective sexes in the Independence or Conformity Condition, 
and (6b) there will be no differences in the change in palmar sweat 
for those Ss in the Conformity Condition as compared to those Ss in the 
Independence Condition. 
Table X contains the change in palmar sweat data for the Total 
Sample. Because of the small number of males, different size Ns for 
conditions, and heterogeneous variance, a nonparametric analysis was 
performed on that data; and a parametric analysis performed on the data 
obtained from the females. No differences between conditions were present 
for either males or females (Table X). Table VII in Appendix E contains 
the data for the Success Sample. Nonparametric statistics were used 
because of the small size sample and heterogeneous variance. Again no 
significant differences were found between conditions. 
These analyses indicate that hypothesis "2" which states that 
compromising leads to a differential amount of change in palmar sweat 
than does either conforming or being independent must be rejected and 
that null hypothesis "6b" stating that there is no difference between 
Table X 
Change in Palmar Sweat for Total Sample* 
(+means increase in sweat) 
Males Females Total 
Compromise n 10 33 43 
X +3.30 -.79 +1.14 
2 
46.65 s 29.21 47.11 
Independence n 5 14 19 
X -2.80 +1.50 +.37 
s2 79.36 42.68 55-92 
Confonnity n 4 14 18 
X +2.00 +1.21 +1.39 
s2 14.50 53.31 44·79 
Total n 19 61 
X +1.42 +.20 
s2 45.92 49.50 
Bartlett's test for the 6 cell variances; 2 corrected X = 11.09, 
Kruskal-Wallis Ana~sis of Variance**for Males 
H=.44, p is n.s. 
Analysis of Variance for Females*** 
F=.69, d.f.=2 and 58, pis n.s. 
*The data of eight male Ss were mislabled and hence not usable. 
**Siegel, (1956) 
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p L .05 
***The ana~sis of variance table appears in Appendix E, Table VI. 
conforming and being independent in terms of the amount of palmar sweat 
is not rejected. 
Semantic Differential and Questionnaire Data 
Satisfaction and Modes of Conflict Resolution 
This section contains an examination of the two general hypotheses 
concerning post-decision satisfaction. Each general prediction will be 
stated followed by the tests of the relevant operational predictions. 
A brief summary will then be presented. 
The general prediction that Ss who are independent will exhibit 
greater self-satisfaction whereas Ss who conform will derive greater 
satisfaction from others was examined by testing the four relevant 
research predictions (7,8,9, and 10). 
?. The Ss in the Independence Condition will exhibit greater 
satisfaction with their own performance than will the Ss 
in the Conformity Condition. 
The analysis of the ratings on the sentiment, potency, and activity 
dimensions of the Semantic Differential for the concept of "self" 
contained no significant differences between conditions for the Total 
Sample nor for the Success Sample.* Item 2 in the questionnaire (How 
satisfied were you when performing the assigned job?) indicates that 
for both the Total Sample and for the Success Sample, the Ss in the 
Independence Condition were more satisfied than the Ss in the Conformity 
Condition.** Thus the Semantic Differential does not support the prediction 
*The analyses of the Semantic Differential are contained in Table XI and 
XII. 
**The analyses of the Questionnaire are contained in Table XIII. 
TABLE XI 
Self---Semantic Differential (Total Sample)* 
Compromise Independence Conformity source df ss ss F p 
Sentiment X 21.91 19.95 23.83 total 83 2626.28 
(low score= 
') 
s4- 22.60 27.45 49.69 conditions 2 143.20 71.60 2.34 n.s. 
positive 
sentiment) n 46 20 18 within 81 2483.08 30.66 
Bartlett's test: corrected x2 = 7.4 7, p L .05 
Potency X 11.15 9.65 10.11 total 83 850.57 
(low score= 2 11.93 11.76 36.32 18.16 more potent) S 7.91 conditions 2 1.81 n.s. 
n 46 20 18 within 81 814.25 10.05 
Bartlett's test: corrected x?- = 7.27, p L. .05 
Activity X 14-63 13.80 15.39 total 83 1214.24 
(low score= s2 13.15 14.25 16.68 conditions 2 24.07 12.04 .82 n.s. 
more active) 
n 46 20 18 within 81 1190.17 14.69 
Bartlett's test: x2 = 3-40--- pis n.s. 
~:~ne S in the Compromise condition, one S in the Independence condition, and two 
-J Ss in the Conformity condition did not complete this questionnaire. \A) 
-TABLE XI (con't) 
Self--Semantic Differential (Success sample)i~ 
Ana!ysis of Variance 
Compromise Independence Conformity source df ss ss F p 
Sentiment X 20.87 19.33 23.13 total 45 1445-93 
(low score= s2 13.72 21.96 49.86 conditions 2 ll3.ll 56.56 1.82 n.s. 
positive 
sentiment) n 15 15 16 within 43 1332.82 31.00 
Bartlett's test: corrected x2 = 8.87, p 4.. .05 
Potency X 11.33 10.20 9.81 total 45 471.30 
(low score= s2 4.62 13.09 11.65 conditions 2 19.13 9.56 .91 n.s. 
more 
potent) n 15 15 16 within 43 452.17 10.52 
Bartlett's test: 2 corrected X = 6. 73, p 4.. .05 
Activity X 13.40 13.80 14.88 total 45 655.91 
(low score= s2 14.77 ll.89 14.86 conditions 2 18.16 9.08 .61 n.s. 
more 
active) n 15 15 16 within 43 637.75 14.83 
Bartlett's test: x2 = 3 .12, .pis n.s. 
i~ne S in the Independence Success Condition and two in the Confo1~ity 
success condition did not complete this questionnaire 
~ 
TABLE ·:xrr 
Members--Semantic Differential (Total Sample)* 
Analysis of Variance 
. }<#"' 
Compromise Independence Conformity source df ss ss F p 
Sentiment X 24.85 24.19 25.89 total 85 5402.43 
(low score= s 2 57.74 46.82 91.25 conditions 2 29.41 14.70 .23 n.s. 
positive 
sentiment n 46 21 19 within 83 5373.02 64.73 
Bartlett's test: 2 X = 5.45, pis n.s. 
Potency X 10.46 11.76 10.58 total 85 749.63 
(low score= s2 9.99 5.03 8.35 conditions 2 25.78 12.89 1.48 n.s. 
more 
potent) n 46 21 19 within 83 723.85 8.72 
Bartlett's test: x2 = 5.67, p is n.s. 
Activity X 15.46 15.67 15.58 total 85 1371.38 
(low score= s2 15.12 12.22 22.03 conditions 2 .68 .34 .02 n.s. 
more 
active) n 46 21 19 within 83 1370.71 16.51 
Bartlett's test: x2 = 4.84, p is n.s. 
*One S in the Compromise condition and two Ss in the Conformity Condition did not 
complete this questionnaire. 
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-TABLE XII (Con't) 
Hembers--Semantic Differential (Success sample}~~" 
Analysis of Variance 
Compromise Independence Conformity source df ss ss F p 
Sentiment X 23.73 24.06 26.71 total 47 3236.48 
(low score= s2 49.66 49.06 95.27 conditions 2 87.08 43.54 .62 n.s. 
. positive 
snetiment) n 15 16 17 within 5 31.49.40 69.99 
Bartlett's test: corrected x2 = 6.06, p L .05 
Potency X 10.40 11.44 10.53 total 47 343.92 
(low score= s2 8.91 3.75 8.24 conditions 2 10.15 5.08 .68 n.s. 
more 
potent) n 15 16 17 within 45 333.77 7.42 
Bartlett's test: corrected x2 = 5.8~, p is n.s. 
Activity X 1.4.13 15.25 15.65 total 47 997.17 
(low ecore= s2 23.72 13.31 24.11 conditions 2 18.55 9.28 .43 n.s. 
more 
active) n 15 16 17 within 45 978.62 21.75 
Bartlett's test: x2 = 4.50, pis n.s. 
~~ne S in the Conformity Success Condition did not complete this questionnaire 
~ 
TABLE XIII 
QUESTIONNAIRE 
(T = Total sample, S = Success sample)* 
Cp I 
Question - 82 - s2 X n X 
1. How much did you like the job T 3.11 3.79 47 2.90 2.89 
assigned to you in the team phase 
of the experiment? 
(low score = likes more) s 3.00 4.14 15 3.19 2.96 
2. How satisfied were you when T 4.60 5.20 47 4-24 8.69 
performing the assigned job? 
(low score • more satisfied) s 4-40 6.40 15 4.00 8.13 
3· How satisfied do you think your T 5.00 5.56 47 6.81 10.73 
team members were with your 
performance? s 5.27 6.21 15 6.94 11.80 
(low score = more satisfied) 
4. How satisfied were you with the T 6.02 7.98 47 7.10 12.69 
performance of your team members? 
(low score = more satisfied) s 6.40 7.69 15 7.25 13.40 
5. At the end of the 11 team11 phase T 7.06 2.41 47 6.67 5.48 
of the experiment, how anxious 
did you feel? s 7.27 1.21 15 7.06 4·43 
(low score = less anxious) 
c 
- 82 n X 
21 3.89 5.88 
16 3.94 6.68 
21 6.68 9-45 
16 6.41 9.38 
21 3-74 5.98 
16 3-35 4-74 
21 6.95 10.16 
16 6.88 10.61 
21 7.21 7.06 
16 7.24 8.80 
n 
19 
17 
19 
17 
19 
17 
19 
17 
19 
17 
F p 
1.38 n.s. 
.87 n.s. 
5.31 ~ .01 
3-44 .( .05 
6.91 L. .01 
7.04 t.. .01 
1.15 n.s. 
.26 n.s. 
.41 n.s. 
.39 u.s. 
-.;) 
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TABLE XII~~ontinued) 
Cp I c F p 
s2 - s2 - 2 Question X n X n X s n 
6. At the end of the "team" phase T 6.02 4.98 47 5.95 4.95 21 6.74 5.20 19 .81 n.s. 
of the experiment, how angry did 
you feel? 
(low score = less angry) s 6.00 5.43 15 6.19 3.50 16 6.71 5.85 17 
-44 n.s. 
7. How anxious do you feel now? T 6.38 3.68 47 6.43 3.06 21 6.31 1.01 19 .20 n.s. 
(low score = less anxious) s 6.33 2.10 15 6.69 3.03 16 6.29 1.10 17 .37 n.s. 
8. How angry do you feel now? T 4.83 5.88 47 5.57 4.56 21 5.58 1.03 19 1.32 n.s. 
(low score = less angry) s 5.27 5.64 15 5.63 3.58 16 5.47 5.53 17 .50 n.s. 
9. In the final observation phase T 4.38 3.89 47 4.62 
of the experiment, how much 
4.45 21 4.26 4.76 19 .16 n.s. 
confidence did you have in your s 4.60 3.69 15 4.06 2.73 16 4.29 5.22 17 .29 n.s. 
answers? 
(low score = more confidence) 
10. If you were to start a~other T 5.36 6.89 47 5.52 5.46 21 6.37 7.24 19 1.05 n.s. 
observation phase of the experiment, 
would you like to have the same team 
members as you did today? s 6.00 6.29 15 5.69 4.90 16 6.53 7.89 17 .47 n.s. 
(low score =more affirmative) 
i~ne S in the Conformity Success condition did not complete this questionnaire 
-.J 
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TABLE XIII (con't) 
Comparisons between Conditions in Questions 2 and 3 
Question Sample Conformity vs. Independence Conformity vs. Compromise 
t p t p 
Personal job 
satisfaction 
2 Total 2.57 < .05 2.67 <:.. .05 
2 Success 4.92 ~ .01 3-35 <:...01 
Satisfaction 
of others 
3 Total 3-37 .c. .01 1.91 n.s • 
3 Success 3·55 .c..o1 2.31 ~.05 
Compromise vs. Independence 
t 
.50 
.8 
2.29 
2.69 
p 
n.s. 
n.s. 
< .05 
<.05 
~ 
..0 
but the questionnaire does support it. 
8. The Ss in the Conformity Condition will exhibit greater 
satisfaction with the performance of others than will the 
Ss in the Independence Condition. 
The analysis of the ratings on the sentiment, potency, and activity 
dimensions of the Semantic Differential for the concept of "others 
on nr:r team" contained no significant differences between conditions 
for the Total Sample nor for the Success Sample. Item 4 in the 
questionnaire (How satisfied were you with the performance of your 
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team members?) indicates that for both the Total Sample and the Success 
Sample, there were no differences between conditions. Thus neither 
measure supports this prediction. 
9. The Ss in the Conformity Condition will be more favorable 
to having the same teammates again than will the Ss in the 
Independence Condition. 
Item 10 of the questionnaire (If you were to start another observation 
phase of the experiment, would you like to have the same team members 
·as you did today?) did not discriminate among conditions. Thus the 
prediction is not supported. 
10. The Ss in the Conformity Condition will perceive that others 
are more satisfied with their performance than will the Ss in 
the Independence Condition. 
Item 3 of the questionnaire (How satisfied do you think your team members 
were with your performance?) indicates that for both the Total Sanple and 
the Success Sample; the Ss in the Conformity Condition perceived their 
team members as more satisfied with their performance than were the Ss in 
the Independence Condition. Thus the prediction is confirmed. 
81 
The second general prediction concerning satisfaction is that Ss 
who compromise will exhibit less of a discrepancy between the two sources 
of satisfaction (self and others) than will Ss who do not compromise. 
Operational predictions 4 and 5 are stated and tested below. 
4. The Ss in the Compromise Condition will exhibit less 
discrepancy between the ratings of self and others than 
will the Ss in the Independence or Conformity Condition. 
The most direct tests of this prediction is to (a) compare the difference 
between the ratings of "others on my team" and nself" on the sentiment 
dimension of the Semantic Differential for the Success Sample and (b) 
to do the same for items 2 and 3 ia the questionnaire; i.e., the 
difference between satisfaction with one's own performance and satisfaction 
with the performance of other team members. Because of the nature of 
these scores (a small range and a skewed distribution), the Mann-Whitney 
U test was used as the statistic. For the Semantic Differential com-
parison, z=l.65, p ~ .05 one tailed; hence supporting the prediction. 
However, the questionnaire data did not support the prediction (z=.47, 
p=.32, n.s.) 
5. The Ss in the Compromise Condition will exhibit less discrepancy 
between the ratings of self and perceived ratings by others of 
self than will either the Ss in either the Conformity or 
Independence Condition. 
The most direct test of this prediction is to compare the difference 
between satisfaction with own performance and perceived satisfaction 
of others with self as measured by items 2 and 3 in the questionnaire 
for the Success Sample. The prediction was supported (z=l.81, p <( .05 
one tailed). 
In summary, the general prediction that Ss who are independent will 
exhibit greater self-satisfaction whereas Ss who conform will exhibit 
S2 
greater satisfaction with others was only partially confirmed. The 
two operational predictions that were not supported had to do with the 
satisfaction of the Ss with the other members of the team. On the other 
hand, the predictions that were confirmed involved self-satisfaction and 
perceived satisfaction of others with self. The second general prediction 
that Ss who compromise will exhibit less of a discrepancy between the two 
sources of satisfaction (self and others) was confirmed. 
The next section is concerned with those items in the questionnaire 
which were intended to tap dimensions of tension. 
Subjective Ratings of Tension and Modes of Conflict Resolution 
Prediction number 3 states that the Ss in the Compromise Condition 
would report that they experienced less anxiety, anger, and more con-
fidence than would the Ss in the Independence and Conformity Conditions. 
This prediction was not confirmed for the Total Sample nor for the 
Success Sample (See items 5,6,7,8 and 9 in Table XIII). That is, there 
were no significant differences between conditions on these items. 
No predictions were made (hypothesis 6 b) concerning possible 
differences between Ss in the Independence Condition and Ss in the 
Conformity Condition on these variables. The analyses contained in 
Table XIII indicate that we cannot reject the null hypothesis for the 
Total Sample nor for the Success Sample. 
In summary, the subjective reporting of tension, anger, and confidence 
do not discriminate among the conditions. Thus prediction number 3 is 
not supported and the null hypothesis number 6b cannot be rejected. 
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Intercorrelations of Major Dependent Variables 
Due to the unanticipated results involving the variables measuring 
tension; i.e., change in latency over all trials, change in palmar 
sweat, and subjective reports of anxiety, it was deemed worthwhile to 
examine the intercorrelations of those variables for all Ss who 
participated in the research. Further, in an attempt to better under-
stand the obtained findings two additional variables which were thought 
to be related to tension were placed in the correlation matrix; aame~, 
the difference between the sentiment towards self and others as measured 
by the Semantic Differential and the discrepancy between self satisfaction 
with job performances and perception of others' satisfaction with self 
as measured by the questionnaire. 
Because of the differential prediction involving change in palmar 
sweat for males and females, correlations were done separate~ for each 
sex. No substantial differences were found (Table XIII in Appendix E). 
Thus all correlations were computed irrespective of sex and are reported 
in Table XII. 
All of these correlations are small and aot significant~ different 
from zero. It is probable that the correlations are artificially lower 
than the "true" relationship because of the differences in range of scores 
for each of the variables. Thus a series of Chi-squares were computed. 
None of these Chi-squares were significant (Table X in Appendix E); thus 
confirming that the relationships among the variables do not differ 
significant~ from zero. 
At least four alternative explanations are possible: (1) the 
instruments do not measure the same under~ng variable, (2) the in-
struments measure different aspects of the same under~ing variable 
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Table XIV 
Intercorrelations of ~~jor Dependent Variables* 
change in discrepancy discrepancy self report 
palmar bet. self bet. self of anxiety 
sweat and others and others 
perception 
-- . 
.. of self 
change in latency 
over all problems +.05 +.04 +.02 
-·1.3 
change in palmar 
sweat 
-
+.11 -.06 +.20 
discrepancy bet. 
self and others 
-
+.16 .oo 
discrepancy bet. 
self and others 
perception of self - +.02 
*Due to missing data, the N's range from 76 to 87. R.05 for 90 degrees 
of freedom is .205. For smaller N's a higher correlation is needed so 
that none of the correlations in this matrix are significantly different 
from zero. 
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(which implies they are different variables), (3) the instruments 
measure the same underlying variable but the lack of association is due 
to the different measurement modalities; (i.e., most of the variance is 
accounted for by the measurement process rather than by the underlying 
variable*) and (4) for some persons, the variable of tension manifests 
itself in only one or two ways and for other persons, there are different 
manifestations.** 
Summary of Results 
Experimental Inductions 
The obtained frequency of choices of modes of conflict resolution 
in the free choice conflict situation is about the same as others have 
found using simple objective stimuli. Namely, about one-third of the Ss 
conform; more than half are independent consistently; and the compromise 
choice is chosen infrequently. 
The inductions significantly changed the base rates in the desired 
direction but they were differentially effective. The Conformity In-
duction was significantly more effective than the Compromise Induction 
and the absolute level of successful inductions for the Conformity and 
Independence Conditions were higher than for the Compromise Condition. 
Despite this behavioral difference, the post-sxperiment evaluation 
*Campbell and Fiske (1959) discuss this general point under their concept 
of "convergent validity". Slovic (1962) has shown the difficulties of 
obtaining convergent validity with measures of risk taking behavior and 
McGee (1962) has done the same with the measurement of response set. 
**This seems to be a major problem in many areas of psychology; e.g., 
see Martin (1961) in relation to anxiety, Wolkon (1956) in relation to 
defense mechanisms, and Steiner and Rogers (1963) in relation to responses 
to dissonance. 
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showed no condition differences on the sentiment, potency, or activity 
dimensions towards the guidlines (inductions). It should also be 
remembered that there were no mean differences in the variables of 
clarity and credibility of the guidlines in a pilot study designed 
to test for such differences (page 47above). Thus the inductions 
are considered successful but in interpreting the results it should 
be noted that the Compromise mode of resolution may be confounded 
with personality variables associated with the acceptance of the in-
duction. 
The next four sections of the summary will deal with each of 
the separate dependent variables and the relevant hypotheses. The 
integration of the results is contained in the Discussion Chapter. 
Change in Latency 
The a priori dependent variable of change in latency on hard 
relative to easy problems did not discriminate among the conditions. 
The prediction that the Ss in the Compromise Condition would 
exhibit greater improvement (change in latency) on hard relative to 
easy problems than would the Ss in either the Conformity or Independence 
Condition was not supported. In addition, we are not able to reject the null 
hypothesis which states the Ss in the Independence Condition will not 
differ for the Ss in the Conformity Condition in change in latency on 
hard relative to easy problems. 
However, over all problems, the Ss in the Conformity Condition 
improved significantly more than did the Ss in the Compromise Condition 
who, in turn, improved significantly more than the Ss in the Independence 
Condition. 
Change in Palmar Sweat 
The analyses of the palmar sweat data indicate that the prediction 
that the males in the Compromise Condition will exhibit more of an 
increase in palmar sweat and females less of an increase than will the 
respective sexes in the Independence and Conformity Conditions is not 
supported. Further, these analyses indicate that we cannot reject the 
null hypothesis that there will be no differences in the amount of change 
in palmar sweat between the Ss in the Independence Condition and the Ss 
in the Conformity Condition when sex is taken into account. 
Satisfaction 
The general prediction that Ss who are independent will exhibit 
greater self-satisfaction whereas Ss who conform will exhibit greater 
satisfaction with others was only partially confirmed. The two 
operational predictions that were not confirmed had to do with the 
satisfaction of the Ss with other members of the team. On the other hand, 
the predictions that were confirmed involved self-satisfaction and 
perceived satisfaction of others with self. The prediction that Ss who 
compromise will exhibit less of a discrepancy between the two sources 
of satisfaction (self and others) was confirmed. 
Subjective Ratings of Tension 
It was predicted that the Ss in the Compromise Condition would 
experience less tension, anger, and more confidence than the Ss in 
either the Independence or Conformity Condition. This was not supported 
by the data. In addition, the data indicate that the variables did not 
discriminate between the Ss in the Conformity Condition and the Ss in the 
Independence Condition. 
Intercorrelation of Major Dependent Variables 
Three measures of tension (change in latency over all trials, 
change in palmar sweat, and subjective reports of anxiety) and two 
satisfactions measures (the difference between the sentiment towards 
self and others and the discrepancy between self satisfaction with 
job performance and perception of others' satisfaction with self) 
were intercorrelated. No significant relationships were found among 
these variables. 
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CHAPTER V 
DISCUSSION AND INTERPRETATION OF THE RESULTS 
Modes of Resolution and Subsequent Tension 
The A Priori Dependent Variables 
The pilot study indicated that the tension associated with being in 
a Free Choice independence-conformity conflict is reflected in differential 
changes in latency of easy relative to hard problems and in differential 
changes in palmar sweat. On the basis of these findings, it was assumed 
that these same indices would reflect differential tension associated 
with the mode of conflict resolution in the same kind of conflict situation. 
These variables did not discriminate among the conditions suggesting 
that either (a) there was no differential tension among the conditions, 
or (b) the measures were not sensitive enough to measure the differential 
tension. The obtained finding that change in latency over all problems 
did discriminate among conditions indicates that there are significant 
differences in tension among conditions (see below), thus eliminating 
alternative "a" above. 
The lack of sensitivity of the palmar sweat measure to the amount 
of tension generated seems reasonable. Especially if we assume that the 
induction itself lessened the degree of conflict hence resulting in a 
reduced amount of tension. That is, the conflict consists basically of 
making a choice of one response when three are available. The induction, 
in its own way, told the Ss what response to choose, thus perhaps lessen-
ing the conflict. This may also explain the lack of differences among 
conditions on the subjective reports of tension, anger, and confidence. 
In other words, despite the face validity of these measures, there might 
not have been enough tension in the situation to elicit self reports of 
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tension. If this explanation is correct, and if there is a differential 
amount of tension associated with the alternative modes of conflict 
resolution then an extremely sensitive measure of tension would be needed 
to detect these differences. 
The lack of obtained relationships between the two variables of 
subjective reporting of anxiety and palmar sweat and the relation of 
each of these variables with the three other dependent variables (change 
in latency, discrepancy between self-satisfaction and satisfaction with 
others, and the discrepancy between self-satisfaction and the perceived 
satisfaction of others with self) can be interpreted using the above 
reasoning. That is, if the measures were insensitive to the tension 
that was present, the scores are relatively unreliable and thus should 
be unrelated to each other. 
However, the lack of obtained relationships between the latency 
scores and the two discrepancy scores cannot be explained in this 
manner, because these scores were reliably though differentially re-
lated to the conditions. That is, the latency scores were highest for 
the Conformity Condition, next highest for the Compromise Condition, 
and lowest for the Independence Condition; while the discrepancy scores 
were lower for the Compromise Condition than for the Conformity and 
Independence Condition. Thus, on this basis we should not expect a 
strong relationship between the latency scores and the discrepancy scores. 
However, if the discrepancy scores are indicative of tension there 
should be a relationship between the variables. Empirically there was 
no relationship. In addition we should expect a relationship between 
the two discrepancy scores both on the basis of their relationship to 
the different conditions and on the grdunds that they are conceptually 
related. This expected relationship did not obtain. 
Another interpretation of the lack of relationships is suggested 
by Campbell and Fisk's (1959) concept of convergent validity. This 
interpretation suggests that the low correlations are due to measure-
ment features rather than either unreliability or not measuring the 
same underlying variable. If this were so, then the correlations are 
not indicative of how well the instruments measure the underlying 
variable, but are, perhaps, more indicative of different response sets 
to the measurement· devices. Thus the interpretation of the low order 
correlations between the major dependent variables is ambiguous. 
A Re-Interpretation of the Latency Findings 
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With specific reference to the latency variable, it may very well 
be the dichotomy between easy and hard problems is not a necessary one. 
Berlyne (1960, p.31) points that "One of the most consistently mentioned 
of all effects of conflict is an increase in reaction time." Although 
he means an increase in reaction time during the conflict itself, it 
does not seem unreasonable to state that the difference between pre 
and post conflict latencies is indicative of post-decision tension. 
If we accept this statement and ignore the results of the pilot study, 
the finding in this experiment that the conditions improved (had a 
greater decrease in reaction time) differentially may be reasonably 
interpreted. Namely, the effects of conflict (tension) are much less 
for Ss in the Conformity Condition than for Ss in the Compromise Condition .. 
who, in turn, reflected less tension than the Ss in the Independence 
Condition. 
This interpretation of the data is especially meaningful when we 
consider Lawson and Stagner's (1957) notion that being independent is 
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almost by definition anxiety-producing (i.e., deviance creates anxiety) 
and Hoffman's (1957) notion that conformity is less tension producing 
than independence because conformity is anxiety-reducing in as much as 
it is a defense against repressed hostile impulses. These general 
notions are consistent with a recent article by Steiner and Rogers 
(1963) where conformity is considered a method of dissonance reduction 
when one finds himself in disagreement with a trusted associate. These 
authors further point out that when one is independent, other methods 
of dissonance reduction are needed. 
This interpretation of the data and the above notions may be 
somewhat inconsistent with the findings that in a free choice situation 
more people are independent than conform. Though there is probably no 
real reason why nomethetic data and idiographic data must be parallel, 
when they are not parallel, some explanation should be attempted. If 
independence is more tension producing than conformity, why do more 
persons choose to be independent in an independent-conformity conflict 
situation? The simplicity of the Asch experimental task allows for an 
objective veridical answer. The Ss who are independent not only know 
that they are correct and are differing from their peers but also are, 
in effect, telling the others that they are wrong. There would appear 
to be little opportunity for defense or rationalization of the act. They 
have "stuck to their guns" despite the awareness of social opposition. 
On the other hand, those who choose to confor.m may find it easier to 
rationalize; e.g., they can clain they misunderstood the instructions, 
that others have a better view of the stimuli, that the task was not a 
simple one, etc. The relative ease in inducing Ss to conform is somewhat 
supportive of this. 
Thus one explanation of the apparent inconsistency between the 
nomethetic and idiographic data is that once the decision is made to 
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be independent, the availability of defenses which do not violate "realityu 
is fewer than for the Ss who choose to conform. This discussion implies 
that change in latency over all problems is an indication of tension 
and that Ss who conform are under less tension than Ss who are independent. 
We can deduce that if a variety of adequate rationalizations are 
readi~ available which are consistent with reality (e.g., post-conformity), 
little tension will exist after a decision. Hence there will be only 
a slight overt manifestation of tension, if any; either because of the 
lack of tension or the ability of the S to "tolerate" the small amount 
of tension. On the other hand, if few adequate rationalizations which 
are consistent with reality are readi~ available (e.g., post-independence), 
the S will have some post-decision tension and either tolerate it or 
attempt to reduce it in a relative~ overt manner. 
The above discussion raises a major question about the decision-
making process. Does the S anticipate the existence of post-decision 
tension and its management and does this affect his decision? It is 
our best estimate that in an independence-conformity conflict, Ss who 
are independent, anticipate tension and may have greater tolerance for it, 
other things being equal. On the other hand, Ss who conform do so in 
order to avoid the tension created by being independent. This suggests 
that there may be personality factors associated with the tolerance 
of tension that may be operating. 
The prediction that compromise is less tension producing than 
either of the original alternatives was not supported. It should be 
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noted that the Compromise Induction is confounded with the personality 
variables associated with accepting the induction so that the data 
concerned with the preeeeding prediction cannot be interpreted in a 
rigorous manner. 
The most parsimonious explanation of these findings is that in 
this situation the three responses of conformity, compromise, and 
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independence are on a continuum of deviance (i.e., from deviance to 
non-deviance or conformity) and that post-conflict tension is related 
to that continuum. Further, the personal preference involved in the 
confounding of personality factors and the Compromise Induction was 
not strong enough to override the relationship of tension to the 
continuum. That is, if those persons who compromised really preferred 
this response they should have had less subsequent tension than those 
in the other conditions who were induced to respond in a particular 
manner, This explanation was supported with the Independence Condition 
but not with the Conformity Condition. Thus the continuum seems a 
reasonable.explanation. 
This interpretation has a major implication for the theories 
concerned with compromising in a conflict situation. Miller's (1944) 
and Berkowitz et al.'s (1961) extension of it assume that the conflict 
is between two equally ambivalent responses. The problem of stating 
whether two responses are equally ambivalent is extremely difficult. 
One indication of this is the distribution of responses. Another is 
the available justifications of the response after one has been made. 
In this experiment both of these indices of equally ambivalent responses 
suggest that the responses were unequal, though each suggest a different 
response to be the preferred one. Our re-interpretation of the data 
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suggests that conformity is the preferred one indicating that idiographic 
factors are probably more important than the nomethetic ones. However, 
this is probably not a function of all independence-conformity conflicts 
but perhaps only those where there is a single, objective, veridical 
response. 
The above discussion also implies that the prediction concerning 
compromise which is generated from Festinger's (1957) model should be 
limited. The data from this experiment clearly indicates that compromise 
does not lead to less tension in an independence-conformity conflict 
using simple objective stimuli. Whether this limit should extend to 
all conflicts that are not equally ambivalent is a question for future 
research. 
Modes of Resolution and Satisfaction 
The general prediction that Ss who are independent will exhibit 
greater self-satisfaction whereas Ss who conform will exhibit greater 
satisfaction with others was only partially confirmed. Four specific 
predictions were generated by this general prediction. Two were 
definitely not confirmed, one was partially confirmed, and one was 
completely confirmed. 
The two predictions that were not confirmed had to do with the 
satisfaction of the Ss who conformed with the other members of the team. 
Given the simplicity of the task, it is reasonable to assume that the Ss 
who conformed knew that the other members of the team were wrong. There-
fore the Ss who conformed should not,be satisfied with their teammates' 
performance. The original prediction, then, should only be true when the 
Ss who conform do not know the veridical response or when there is no 
veridical response. 
The above discussion and the rationale for the satisfaction 
predictions imply that the reason for more or less satisfaction with 
certain aspects of the situation is based on reality factors. For 
example, if one chooses alternative A to the exclusion of B, then 
one should derive satisfactions from alternative A and not B or if 
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one knows his teammates are wrong one should not be satisfied with their 
performance. However, post-decision satisfaction may also be interpreted 
as a method of reducing post-decision dissonance. That is, in order 
to reduce the psychological cost of giving up the rejected alternative, 
excess satisfaction can be expressed for the chosen one. 
These two interpretations are not inconsistent with one another 
but are, in fact, intimately involved with one another. Nothing that 
is inconsistent with "reality" can be dissonance reducing; i.e., the 
new inconsistency would create additional dissonance. The resulting 
functional dependence of dissonance reduction on reality makes it 
extremely difficult to separate these two factors in the satisfaction 
data. Nevertheless, it does seem reasonable to interpret satisfaction 
as dissonance reducing. The Ss who were independent reduced their 
psychological cost by saying that they were satisfied with themselves 
while the Ss who conformed did the same thing by saying their teammates 
were satisfied with them. Thus it may be said that either response in 
the conflict situation leads to some subsequent tension. In addition, 
the following obvious point should be made. A response that reduces 
tension for one mode of conflict resolution would increase it if used 
in conjunction with another mode of resolution. 
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The predictions regarding the quality of post-decision satisfaction 
for the Ss who compromised as compared to Ss who were independent or 
conformed were supported. That is, the discrepancy between the 
satisfactions associated with each of the original competing alternatives 
(self and others) was significantly less for the Ss who compromised 
than for the Ss in the other two conditions. An interpretation which 
is "reality based" is generated from our definition of compromise; 
name~ those who compromise will obtain some of the 3atisfactions 
associated with both of the original competing alternatives. On the 
other hand, the dissonance reduction interpretation of the data suggests 
that the Ss who compromised had less post-decision tension than the Ss 
in the other two conditions. The "reality factors" probab~ negate 
this interpretation. Additional support for not interpreting these 
data in terms of dissonance reduction is obtained by recalling the lack 
of relationship between these two discrepancy scores and change in latency 
over all problems. 
A Reconsideration of the Hypotheses 
In reconsidering the hypotheses, we are accepting our earlier 
argument that change in palmar sweat and subjective reporting of tension, 
anger, and confidence were not sensitive enough to measure the amount of 
tension in the situation. Thus the hypotheses (numbers 2,3,6b, and 6c) 
involving these variables though not confirmed are not considered to be 
operational tests of the more general hypotheses. 
In addition, we are interpreting change in latency over all problems 
as an indication of tension in place of change in latency on easy relative 
to hard problems; i.e., the greater the increase from pre to post-conflict 
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in latency for all problems the less the post-decision tension. Thus 
the hypotheses involving differential tension among the conditions 
were tested by means of one operational variable; change in tension 
over all problems. 
The prediction that Ss in the Compromise Condition would manifest 
less tension than the Ss in either the Conformity or Independence 
Condition (number 1) was not confirmed. However, in terms of its 
implication for theory it was argued that the conflict situation used 
in the experiment was not an equally ambivalent conflict. If this 
argument is accepted, then Berkowitz et al.'s (1961) extension of 
Miller's (1944) theor,y was not tested since they specify that the 
alternatives must be equally ambivalent. However, the prediction con-
cerning compromise and post-decision tension which is generated from 
Festinger's (1957) theory was not confirmed in that he does not specify 
that the alternatives must be equally ambivalent. Whether the lack of 
support for this prediction is unique to this situation, to all unequally 
ambivalent conflicts, or to all conflicts is not clear at this time and 
needs to be examined empirically. 
The general prediction that Ss who compromised would have less of 
a discrepancy between the two sources of satisfaction (self and others) 
than those who do not compromise (numbers 4 and 5) was confirmed. The 
interpretation of this finding is derived from the conceptual definition 
of compromise; namely, that those who compromise will obtain some of the 
satisfaction associated with both of the original competing alternatives, 
while those who do not compromise will derive satisfaction associated 
with their chosen alternative. 
The above reasoning also led to the follo~ng predictions; 
Ss who are independent will exhibit more self-satisfaction whereas 
Ss who conform will exhibit more satisfaction with others (predictions 
7,8,9, and 10). This general prediction was supported in so far as 
"reality factors" allowed its support. That is, the two specific 
predictions that were not confirmed had to do with the satisfaction 
of the Ss who conformed with the other members of team. Because of 
the simplicity of the task, it is reasonable to assume that the Ss 
who conformed knew the other members of team were wrong. Therefore 
these Ss should not be satisfied with their teammates performance. 
On the other hand, Ss who were independent exhibited more self-
satisfaction than Ss who conformed and Ss who conformed thought 
others were more satisfied with them than did Ss who were independent. 
The support of these predictions can be interpreted either in terms of 
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the "reality" of the situation in that the Ss obtained the satisfaction 
associated with the alternative response they chose. Or, the satisfaction 
data can be interpreted in terms of dissonance reduction by stating that 
excess satisfaction is expressed for the chosen alternative in order to 
reduce the psychological cost of giving up the rejected alternative. 
These explanations are not inconsistent with each other but are intimately 
related because of the dependence of dissonance reduction mechanisms 
on reality. That is, if the dissonance reduction method is inconsistent 
with reality, new dissonance is created. Thus it is reasonable to 
interpret the satisfaction data both in terms of "reality" and in terms 
of dissonance reduction. Hence we can state that both the Ss who con-
formed and the Ss who were independent were under some post-decision tension. 
The test of whether there is differences in tension associated 
with conforming and being independent (hypothesis 6a) revealed that 
conforming leads to less post-decision tension than does being 
independent. 
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On the basis of the data it was proposed that the three possible 
responses of being independent, compromising and conforming are on a 
continuum of deviancy (going from deviancy to non-deviancy or con-
formity) and that tension is related to that continuum. 
Suggestions for Further Research 
The Induction of Modes of Resolution 
In order to ascertain the correlates of mode of conflict resolution 
unconfounded with any other variable, the induction is critical. The 
method used in the experiment reported here, though considered effective 
was not perfect. The Compromise induction is confounded with the personality 
characteristics that led to the acceptance of the induction. Other methods 
of inducing modes of resolution should be considered. For example, one of 
Gerard's (1961) "fait accompli" inductions might be useful though each may 
have a serious drawback for our purposes. One method is that the S and the 
experimenter's (E's) accomplices make their judgements simultaneously. 
When the accomplices give the incorrect answer and the s, the correct one; 
the S is a fait accompli deviant. The potential drawback is that the S 
has not chosen to be independent; it is not a decisional conflict. In 
Gerard's second method, the Ss are told that the E can measure the S's first 
impulse before he actually responds. The E then informs the Ss of their own 
first impulse and the first impulse of the others in the group. Thus the E 
can create conformity or deviance as he wishes by feeding back preprogrammed 
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responses. The potential drawback here is that the S does not explicitly 
make a decision. In other words, Gerard's inductions seem quite adequate 
for investigating the affects of being a deviant or being a conformer but 
do not seem to be useful for investigations of decisional conflicts. 
Personality and Modes of Resolution 
Although there have many studies investigating personality variables 
associated with conforming or being independent (Blake and Mouton, 1961), 
there have been only two studies which report personality characteristics 
associated with compromising. Berkowitz et al. (1961) found that low 
authoritarianism was associated with choosing to compromise and McDavid 
(1959) reported that "message oriented" persons, (who attend primarily to 
the relation between their own activity and communicated information) tend 
to compromise more than "source oriented" people (who attend primarily to 
their relationships with other people). Therefore it would be of value to 
find out more about the personality characteristics of "compromisers". 
The two studies cited gives us empirical leads in this area. 
In addition to obtaining personality data in a free choice situation, 
it would seem worthwhile to obtain personality data when an induction is 
attempted to ascertain what types of people are susceptible to certain kinds 
of inductions and/or to be better able to specify the population to which 
the results of a particular study can be generalized. 
T,ype of Conflict and Modes of Resolution 
We have strongly suggested that the conflict in the experiment was not 
an equally ambivalent conflict and that this was the reason for the lack of 
anticipated results. Hence a critical area for future research is the 
establishment of an equally ambivalent conflict with an opportunity to 
compromise. The first problem is how to create and define an 
experimental conflict situation with equally ambivalent alternatives. 
The earlier discussions indicate the difficulty in determining the 
equivalence of alternatives. In this experiment, idiographic factors 
seemed more important than nomethetic factors. Thus we cannot choose 
a conflict situation only on the basis that in a free choice situation 
about half the people choose one alternative and the rest choose the 
second alternative. We must look at the different ways Ss might have 
of interpreting the different alternatives to ascertain the available 
post-decision justifications of choosing the particular response. 
These difficulties would seem to indicate that before the 
theoretical problem is investigated, much pilot work must be done 
with different conflict situations and different Ss in order to find 
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a conflict situation where most Ss can create an equal number of effective 
post-decision justifications for either response involved. 
Perhaps we could begin the search for an adequate conflict situation 
by screening out those situations which are not difficult. That is, if 
the alternatives are grossly unequal, the degree of conflict or the 
difficulty of the decision is likely to be slight. On the other hand, 
when the decision is difficult, it is more likely that the alternatives 
are closer to being equal. After finding a number of difficult conflict 
situations, the availability of post-decision justifications should be 
investigated. 
Measures of Post-Decision Tension 
The relationship between post-decision tension and latency still 
needs further investigation. With specific reference to this dissertation 
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and pilot study, the latter indicated that the interaction between the 
latency for easy and hard problems and being or not being in a conflict 
was significant, and that the latency over all problems was not significant. 
The dissertation, on the other hand indicates that of those persons in 
a conflict situation, latency over all problems is related to mode of 
conflict resolution while easy and hard problems do not make a difference. 
Is this a mere chance inconsistency or is there a real difference between 
the manifestations of tension in these two situations. The more general 
question is - does tension generated by slightly different situations 
lead to different manifestations even within the same general measurement 
procedure? 
A more basic question has to be answered also. Namely, given the same 
situation, do different measurement techniques of tension lead to different 
results? The dissertation findings indicate that the different measures 
of tension are unrelated. In more general terms, the question is - do 
these operational measures of tension have convergent validity (Campbell 
and Fiske, 1959) i.e., a measuring instrument to be valid not only needs 
to discriminate among groups of Ss: e.g., predictive validity; but it 
also must be positively related to other instruments that purport to 
measure the same conceptual variable. Campbell and Fiske (1959) suggest 
that many times the lack of convergent validity may be due to measurement 
problems rather than the lack of a relation between the general operation 
and the underlying variable. This, however, is no excuse to continue 
using unrelated instruments to measure the same concept. The next research 
involved with post-decision tension should make a special attempt to . 
understand better the operational measures of post-dec!sion tension both 
in terms of discriminating among conditions as well as in terms of 
convergent validity. Of special interest would be the relationship 
or convergence between the physiological measures of tension and the 
attitudinal ones. 
The relationship between palmar sweat and post-decision tension 
should also be investigated. The finding in the pilot study that 
males differ from females relative to conflict seams worthy of in-
vestigation. Under what conditions do the physiological reactions 
of females differ from males? For example, type of conflict, 
difficulty of conflict, amount of tension, etc. If so, does this 
fact change the interpretations of other experiments. Does the sex 
of the experimenter make a difference? Does a same sex or mixed 
group make a difference? 
An experimental design investigating the effects of sex on 
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change in palmar sweat is simple enough to accomplish. Every com-
bination of the sex of the E and the Ss should be taken into account 
and measurements of palmar sweat should be obtained before and after 
the decisional conflict. The problem is to decide what conflict 
situation to use and what other measures of tension should be obtained. 
I would like to see different levels of conflict used; i.e., an easy 
decision, a moderately difficult one, and an extremely difficult one; 
both in a free choice situation and under conditions where modes of 
conflict resolution is induced. The inclusion of levels of difficulty 
of the decision may throw some light on the sensitivity of the 
measuring instruments. 
Chapter VI 
SUMMARY 
Purpose 
This dissertation sought to illuminate the conflict that is created 
when an individual'a beliefs are in contradiction to the beliefs of others. 
It attempted to answer three questions: 
1. What is the distribution of modes of conflict resolution under 
conditions (a) where Ss have free choice in an independence-
conformity conflict and (b) where Ss are experimentally induced 
to either conform, be independent, or compromise. 
2. Is there differential tension associated with the three types 
of conflict resolution as measured by change in performance, 
~atency) and change in physiological measure of tension? 
3. What are the attitudinal consequences of having adopted one of 
the three modes of resolution? 
These questions have not been the concern of traditional investigations 
of the independence-conformity conflict. There are no studies reported 
where the mode of resolution is an induced variable unconfounded with 
personality variables. Nor have there been any studies seeking to 
examine the subsequent effects of several available options of conflict 
resolution (though a few have looked at the effects of conforming). 
Current cognitive theories do not enable one to make predictions 
concerning the differential degree of tension after conforming or being 
independent so that the null hypothesis was proposed. Two theories, 
however, allow for a prediction to be made concerned with the effects of 
compromising. A compromise has been defined as a response that takes some 
of the positive elements and/or reduces some of the negative elements from 
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each of theoriginal competing alternatives. As such, compromise is con-
sistent with Festinger's (1957) notion of cognitive overlap and thus can 
be integrated into his theory of cognitive dissonance. The theory states 
that if the relative attractiveness of the alternatives and the importance 
of the decision are held constant, then the amount of dissonance or tension 
is in inverse relation to the amuunt of cognitive overlap. Hence, a response 
that has more cognitive overlap should have less subsequent tension associated 
with it than the response with less overlap. The above definition of com-
promise is also consistent with Berkowitz et al's (1961) extension of 
Miller's (1944) theory where they state that in a double approach avoid-
ance conflict the compromise is a response that involves aspects of both 
the original competing alternatives and where the place of greatest tension 
is in the goal region of either of the original competing alternatives. 
Thus both theories lead to the following derivation: Compromising in an 
independence-conformity conflict leads to less subsequent tension than 
does either being independent or conforming. 
Method 
The Ss, undergraduates from Boston University, were exposed to the 
experimental treatment in groups of four. The experimental situation is 
a modified Asch (1956) situation using electrical equipment similar in 
functioning to Crutchfield's (1955). Ss were given a general orientation 
and were told that this experiment was being done tor the U.S. Army and 
was concerned with observing and reporting parachute attacks (i.e., count-
ing dots) and certain other variables. A palmar sweat measure was then 
obtained from each S. Instructions were then given concerning the apparatus 
and the first task, an individual observation phase where no one but the 
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E saw the S's responses. Then instructions concerning the group observation 
were given. This was, in fact, the Asch conflict situation, in which 
the S's were led to believe that the three other Ss in the observation 
team were veridical on five of the trials and unanimously incorrect 
on ten of the trials. In reality each person was assigned the role of the 
coordinator of the observation team and was given one of three inductions 
(conformity, independence, or compromise). Immediately following this 
phase, a second measure of palmar sweat was obtained, which in turn was 
followed by a second individual observation phase. The final part of the 
experiment was the administration of two questionnaires. 
A pilot study demonstrated that the effects of being in an independent-
conformity conflict and not being in one was indicated by differential 
changes in palmar sweat and by differential changes of performance on hard 
relative to easy problems. These as well as two questionnaires were used 
as the operational dependent measures in the experiment. 
Results 
The free choice situation showed that independence is the most pre-
ferred response, conformity next, and compromise, the least preferred. 
The inductions significantly changed the distribution of choice of con-
flict resolution modalities although it was least effective for compromise. 
Despite their differential effect, the experimental inductions were 
considered effective but it is to be noted that there is confounding 
between the compromise response and personality variables. 
The a priori dependent variable of differential improvement on easy 
relative to hard problems did not discriminate among conditions. However, 
over all problems, the Ss in the Conformity eondition improved more than 
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the Ss in the Compromise Condition who, in turn, improved more than the 
Ss in the Independence Condition. This was interpreted as meaning that 
those who conformed were under less tension than those who compromised 
who, in turn, were under less tension than those who were independent. 
The palmar sweat measure of tension did not differentiate among con-
ditions; nor did the subjective reporting of tension. 
The satisfaction measures generally supported the predictions that 
those who responded with one of the original alternatives (independence or 
conformity) tended to derive their satisfaction from elements associated 
with the chosen alternative, whereas those who compromised derived their 
satisfaction from both of the original alternatives. 
It was proposed that the three responses of independence, compromise, 
and conformity are on a continuum of deviance to non-deviance or con-
formity and that tension is related to that continuum. Thus, the 
experimental conflict situation did not have equally ambivalent alterna-
tives and as such did not satisfy the conditions necessary to test the 
prediction generated from'the extended response model. The prediction 
concerning compromise derived from Festinger's (1957) cognitive model 
does not specify the nature of the conflict. Whether the empirical 
disconfirmation of this prediction is unique to the experimental situation, 
to all unequally ambivalent conflicts, or to all conflicts needs to be 
empirically tested. 
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APPENDIX A 
Certain Affects of Being in an Independence-Conformity Conflict: A 
Pilot Study 
The purpose of this pilot study is to (1) establish certain 
base rates for the major experiment, (2) find out certain affects of 
being in an independence-conformity conflict and not being in it; 
i.e. to find out what dependent variables are sensitive to this 
kind of conflict, and (3) see if choosing to be independent has differ-
ent affects than choosing to conform. 
Method 
The exact same method, equipment, etc., as described in the 
major experiment was used. Briefly, the conflict groups underwent an 
Asch (1956) conformity situation using electrical apparatus similar 
in functioning to Crutchfield's (1955). Four same sex S's took part 
at the same time. The no conflict groups underwent the same experience 
except that in observing the stimuli used in the Asch situation, 
private discriminations were made and the responses of the other 
Ss were not seen. The instructions were exactly the same as in the 
major experiment except that in both conditions no inductions were 
given, and in the no conflict condition no mention of team observations 
were made because all of their ~esponses were private; i.e. seen only 
by the experimenter. 
The same order of operations as in the major experiment were 
followed in this $udy. That is, (1) a pre-conflict measure of 
palmar sweat, (2) a pre-conflict performance measure (private discrim-
inations), (3) stimuli used for the conflict situation (conflict 
for one condition and no cnflict for the other), (4) post-measure of 
palmar sweat, (5) post measure of performance, and (5) the group 
picture impressions test (Libo, 1953) measuring attractiveness to 
the group. 
Subjects 
Fourteen male and fonteen female Ss were used. They were 
volunteers selected at random from the same pool of potential Ss 
as was used in the major experiment. Fifteen Ss were in the con-
flict condition and thirteen in the no conflict condition. 
Results 
Base Rates 
The stimuli for the Asch conflict situation were constructed 
so that when persons judged them in a private condition about 90% 
of the responses would be veridical. In the no conflict condition 
87% of the responses were veridical. 
na 
The stimuli for the private discriminations were constructed so 
as to provide a range of difficulty. In the pre measure of the no 
conflict condition, the number of correct responses per stimulus ranged 
from 25% to 67%. In order of appearance, the per cent of correct 
responses were: 67%, 63%, 54%, 63%, ~5%, 42%, 38%, 50%, 63%, and 54%. 
The trials were then dichotomized into easy and hard trials. In 
order to break the tie between the fifth and sixth items, the response 
of the post measure of private discriminations were added to the first 
measure. Only the two tried trials were affected; i.e., the other 
eight items remained in their original classification of easy or hard. 
ill 
In the conflict situation, 8 persons of the 15 chose to be inde-
pendent, 5 chose to conform, 2 were inconsistent, and none compromised. 
An S had to respond the same way on seven of the ten critical trials 
to be classified as preferring one mode of resolution. It is interest-
ing to note that only two of 150 critical trial responses were 
compromises. 
Conflict versus No Conflict 
Change in Latency: In order to ascertain if there were a sex 
difference in the change in latency, males were compared to females 
under conditions of conflict for easy problems (t=.38) for hard 
problems (t=.59) and for the total (t=.70) and under conditions of 
no conflict for the same problems (respectively the t's are .37, 
.80, and .33). Sexes 'Were combined and a 2x2 analysis of variance 
performed. As expected, the only significant term is the interaction 
between conflict and difficulty (see Table I). The conflict 
condition improves more on easy relative to hard problems than 
does the no conflict condition. 
Palmar Sweat Index: The results indicate that males increase in 
sweat more than females. Under conflict, males increase significantly 
more than do females, and females decrease in sweat under conflict 
relative to no conflict. Table II summarizes this data. It should be 
pointed out that a similar analysis of variance was performed on 
initial sweat scores and none of the ter.ms were significantly different 
from one another. 
Accuracy: The change in accuracy scores from pre to post private 
discriminations were not suitable for a parametric statistical test. 
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The data in Table 3 shows clearly that conflict does not affect the 
accuracy scores. 
Table I 
Change in Latency for Easy and Hard Problems under Conf~t and No Conflict 
(+ means improvement) 
Easy 
Hard 
Total 
l 
i 
No Conflict 13 Ss Conflict 15 Ss 
.. 
I 
X -.77 + 1.77 
s2 12.08 21.04 
n 13 15 
-X -.21 -1.08 
s2 15.11 34.32 
n 13 15 
X -.49 +.35 
s
2 13.13 28.83 
n 26 30 
F for condition variances = 2.19, p is N.s. 
F for difficulty variances = 1.38, p is N.S. 
Analysis of Variance 
Source df ss ss F 
Conflict 1 9.69 9.69 .27 
Difficulty 1 22.53 22.53 • 62 
Con£ X Diff 1 40.64 40.64 6.49 
Ssw/ Cond 26 938.42 36.09 
Pooled Error 26 162.86 6.26 
Total 55 1174.14 
Total 
+.59 
17.94 
28 
-.67 
24.71 
28 
P two tap.ed 
N.s • 
N.s. 
L: 05 
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Table II 
Change in Sweat under Conflict and No Conflict 
( - means decrease in sweat) 
Conflict No Conflict Total 
Male N 8 N 6 N 14 
-
- -X 5.12 X 3-33 X 4-36 
s2 44.12 s2 9.07 s2 28.09 
Female N 7 N 7 N 14 
-
-2.86 - -
-.64 X X 1.57 X 
s2 26.48 2 2 40.56 s 49.95 s 
Total N 15 N 13 l l 
-
- I X 1.40 X 2.33 
s2 s2 I 50.40 29.59 I 
Bartlett's test, corrected x2 with 3 df = 3.62 n.s. 
Analysis of Variance 
Source df ss ss F p 
Total 27 _1067.43 
Between 3 447-78 149.26 5.78 ~.01 
Sex 1 174-78 174.78 6.77 ~-05 
Conflict 1 6.75 6.75 .26 n.s. 
Sex X Conflict 1 266.25 266.25 10.31 ".01 
Within 24 619.65 25.82 
Simple effects: "t" tests based on overall error term 
t p Under conflict: Males increase more than females 6.09 ..::.01 
Under no conflict: Males increase more than females 1.25 L .3 > .2 
For males: conflict increases more than no conflict 1.32 ~.37 .2 
For females: conflict decreases more than no conflict 3-27 L. .01 
Table III 
Change in Accuracy under Conflict and No Conflict 
E;asy Hard II: Total 
+ 0 or - + 1 0 or - I + \' o or -
I ~ ! 1 Conflict 5 10 7 10 '12 l 20 i \ 
No Conflic 7 7 l 7 ' 7 14 i 14 ' 
+ means increase in number correct 
0 or - means no in~se or a decrease in the number correct 
Group Picture Impression Test: The score .on this test did not 
meet the assumptions of parametric statistics so the Mann-Whitney U 
test (Siegel, 1956) was used. It was expected that those who conformed 
would have greater attractiveness to the group than those who were 
not in the conflict situation and that those who were independent 
would be less attracted to the group than those who were not in 
conflict. When those who were independent (8 persons) were compared 
to the no conflict group, no significant difference was found (0=44.5, 
p is n.s.) and likewise with those who conformed (5 persons) (U=27.5, p is n.s.) 
Independence versus Conformity 
Change in Latency: The analysis of variance comparing those 
persons who were independent to those persons who conformed is pre-
sented in Table IV. As can be seen, no term is significant. A Mann-
Whitney U test was also performed because of the small N. The 
results were the same; i.e. independence did not differ from conformity, 
(U=lO, p=.l7) 
ll5 
Table IV 
Independence versus Conformity on Change in Latency 
(A constant of 20 was added to eliminate negative numbers; therefore, 
scores above 20 indicate improvement and those below 20 a decrement in 
performance) 
Independence Conformity Total 
N=$ N=5 
-X 20.97 24.47 22.31 
Easy s2 19.46 3.36 15.63 
-X 16.67 22.37 18.86 
Hard s2 57.05 25.71 50.16 
-X 18.82 23.42 20.59 
52 I Total 40.63 14-15 ~ 34.66 
Bartlett's Test: Corrected x2 = 7.15, p L..Ol 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF ss ss F p 
Resolution 1 130.08 130.08 4.27 N.S. 
Difficulty 1 77.40 77.40 2.69 N.S. 
RXD 1 7.39 7-39 .27 N.S. 
Subjects w/ Cond 11 335·14 30.47 
Pooled Int 11 316.87 28.81 
Total 25 866.88 
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Palmar Sweat Index: The small Ns in these comparisons indicated 
that a non-parametric test should be used. The Mann-Whitney U test 
produced the following results: there was a greater increase in 
sweat by those who were independent as compared to those who conformed. 
(U=6.5, p=.02), and males increase in sweat more than females (U=9.5, 
p=.06). Inasmuch as the difference between independence and conform-
ity may be due to a disproportionate sex distribution in the conditions, 
separate comparisons were done with each sex. No differences were 
found; for males U=l, p=.l8; and for females, U=2, p=.40. Thus the 
finding that differences exist between the independent condition and 
the conformity condition is probably not meaningful. Table V contains 
the data relevant to these analyses. An additional analysis was per-
formed on the pre-conflict or initial sweat measures of those persons 
who chose to be independent and those persons who chose to conform. 
No differences were found (U=l9, p=.47). 
Table V 
Independence versus Conformity'on Change in Palmar Sweat 
(+ means increase in sweat) 
Males Females Total 
N 5 3 8 
. ,. 
-Independence X +5.00 +.67 +3.38 
N 2 3 5 
-Conformity X + .50 -4.67 -3.00 
N 7 6 13 
-Totals X +3.43 -2.00 + .92 
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Picture Impressions Test: The scores obtained in this test did 
not meet the assumptions of parametric statistics so the Mann-Whitney U 
was again used and no sizeable difference was found (U=20, p=.53). 
Summary 
The base rates sought were obtained. It was ascertained that 
the stimuli met the requirements. The study showed that change in 
accuracy was not affected by being in conflict or not and that there 
were no differences between those persons who conformed and those 
persons who were independent. The same findings were obtained with 
reference to the Group Picture Impressions Test. On this basis, both 
of these variables were not used in the major stuqy. The change in 
latency variable came out consistent with predictions that there would 
be an interaction effect between easy and hard problems and conflict 
and no conflict. In addition, no differences were found between those 
who conformed and those who were independent. This variable will be 
used in the major study as an indication of tension. The palmar 
sweat measure did not come out as predicted but consistent results 
were obtained. Males increase under conflict whereas females decrease 
in palmar sweat. Inasmuch as Haywood (1962), after being informed of 
this writer's results, reanalyzed his data and found the same sex differ-
ence, it does seem reliable though unexplainable. Thus, this 
difference will be predicted in the major study. 
Appendix B 
Instructions and Guidelines Used in Credibility Study 
INSTRUCTIONS 
We have been given a grant from the Civil Defense Agency to 
investigate certain methods of ttspotting" attacks by parachutes and 
reporting the results from field stations to Civil Defense Head-
quarters. 
As you may know, during World War II and for a number of years 
thereafter, Civil Defense was responsible for the maintenance of 
a network of airplane spotters. These spotters sat on rooftops, 
watched the skies, and reported when they saw airplanes. That 
activity is now obsolete; airplanes f~ too high and too fast. 
However, if our countr.y were to be invaded, the likelihood is 
that it will be through the air by means of parachute. Therefore 
Civil Defense is planning to maintain a network of observers whose 
task would be to spot paratroop attacks and report to Civil Defense 
Headquarters, the size of the attack and its exact location. 
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The spotters would be underground end would be scanning their 
area of the sky by means of a videoscope--a modified radar scope. 
During this experiment would you imagine yourself underground spotting 
for Civil Defense. I wish you would do your best throughout the 
experiment because Civil Defense is going to establish part of their 
operational procedures on this and other related research. The 
importance of the procedures can easi~ be seen by the following 
over-simplified examples. If the size of the attack is under-
estimatedr-too few troops might be sent to repel the attack. On 
the other hand' if the size of the attack is oveerestimated, too 
many troops might be sent to one location and they might be needed 
elsewhere. 
The specific purpose of this experiment is to learn whether 
(A) having a group of persons helping in the observation is useful, 
(B) what the role of the groups would be, if any, and (C) if by 
using category descriptions of the size of the attack rather than 
a specific count, greater effectiveness can be achieved. This 
point will be explained below. 
Four categories descriptive of the size of the attack will be 
used; small, medium, large, and full scale attack. A small attack 
will have from 1000 to more than 1200 parachutes in it, a medium 
size attack will have from about 1300 to more than 1500 parachutes 
in it, a large attack will have from about 1600 to more than 1800 
parachutes in it, and a full scale attack will have from about 
1900 to more than 2100 parachutes in it. 
We can now begin the experiment. 
The single spaced paragraph above represents the compromise 
guidelines. Paragraph number 1 below was used for the conformity 
guidelines 2nd paragraph number 21 for the independence guidelines. 
1. If there is disagreement among the team members, including 
ll9 
yourself as a team member, you should send the response that most members 
agree on. It is your responsibility to send the most accurate answer 
to Headquarters, and other research has shown that sending the most 
agreed upon answer results in more accurate judgments being sent to 
Headquarters. 
2. If there is disagreement among the team members, including 
yourself as a team member, you should send your own response to Head-
quarters because of your personal responsibility. Other research 
has shown that those persons who are personally responsible for the 
decision tend to be more accurate in their judgments, 
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Appendix C 
In this questionnaire, we would like you to judge certain "things" 
in terms of a series of descriptive scales. On the following pages you will 
find different "concepts" of "things" to be judged, and beneath each concept 
a set of descriptive scales •. You are to rate the concept on each of the 
scales in order. 
Suppose the concept was: Spotting Parachute Attacks 
and one of the scales was: 
important 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 unimportant 
If you feel the concept is ve£1 closebf related to one end of the 
scale or the other, you should circle either the 1 or the 7 as is appropriate. 
If you feel the concept is quite definitebf related to one end or the 
other (but not extremely) you should circle either the 2 or the 6 as is 
appropriate. 
If the concept seems o related to one side as opposed to 
the other (but not really neutral you should circle either the 3 or 5 
as is appropriate. 
The direction toward which you circle, of course depends upon which 
of the two ends of the scale seems more characteristic of the concept you 
are judging. 
If you consider the concept to be neutral on the scale, with both 
sides of the scale equally associated with the concept, then you should 
circle the 4, in the middle space. 
Work at fairly high speed throughout this test. Do not puzzle over 
individual items, and make each item a separate independent judgment. It 
is your first impressions, you immediate "feelings" about the items, that 
we want. On the other hand, please do not be careless, because we want 
your true impressions. 
All the concepts refer to the "team observation phase" of the 
experiment. 
NAME~-------------------------
Concept: 
1. good 
2. fast 
3. cruel 
4. ferocious 
5. sweet 
6. beautiful 
7. passive 
8. hot 
9. small 
10. soft 
11. valuable 
12. clean 
13. fair 
14. weak 
15. deep 
16 •. delicate 
17. healthy 
THE OTHER MEMBERS OF MY OBSERVER TEAM 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
4 I 
I 
4 I 
4 
I I 
I 41 
I I 
I 4 I I I 
I 4 I 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
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bad 
slow 
kind 
peaceful 
our 
ug],y 
active 
cold 
large 
hard 
worthless 
dirty 
unfair 
strong 
shallow 
rugged 
sick 
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Concept: MYSELF AS A TEAM MEMBER 
1. good 1 2 ~ I~ 2 6 7 bad 
I 
2. fast 1 2 2 I~ 2 6 7 slow 
I 
.2· cruel 1 2 2 I~ 5 6 7 kind 
I 
~- ferocious 1 2 2 I~ 5 6 7 Eeaceful 
2· sweet 1 2 ~ '~ I 2 6 7 our 
6. beautiful 1 2 2 '~ 2 6 7 ~ly 
I 
7. Eassive 1 2 2 I~ 2 6 7 active 
I 
8. hot 1 2 2 14 2 6 7 cold 
9. small 1 2 2 ~ 2 6 7 large 
10. soft 1 2 2 ~ 2 6 7 hard 
11. valuable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 worthless 
12. clean 1 2 3 4 2 6 7 dirty 
13 •• fair 1 2 2 4 5 6 7 unfair 
1.4. weak 1 2 3 4 2 6 7 strong 
15. deeE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 shallow 
16. delicate 1 2 3 4 2 6 7 rugged 
11· health;y: 1 2 2 4 2 6 7 sick 
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Concept: THE GUIDLINES G:IVEN" ME 
l. good l 2 3 4 5 6 7 bad 
2. fast l 2 3 4 5 6 7 slow 
3. cruel l 2 3 4 5 6 7 kind 
4. ferocious l 2 3 4 5 6 7 peaceful 
5. sweet l 2 3 4 5 6 7 our 
6. beautiful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 ug1y 
7· passive l 2 3 4 5 6 7 active 
8. hot l 2 3 4 5 6 7 cold 
9. small l 2 3 4 5 6 7 large 
10. soft l 2 3 4 5 6 7 hard 
11. valuable l 2 3 4 5 6 7 worthless 
12. clean l 2 3 4 5 6 7 dirty 
13. fair l 2 3 4 5 6 7 unfair 
14· weak l 2 3 4 5 6 7 strong 
15. deep l 2 3 4 5 6 7 shallow 
16. delicate l 2 3 4 5 6 7 rugged 
17. healthy l 2 3 !:t 2 6 7 sick 
Appendix D 
Please circle the line that best represents your true feelings. For example, 
if you feel the instructions were EXTREMELY CLEAR, you would circle the 
line on the extreme left. However, if you feel the instructions were 
EXTREMELY UNCLEAR you would circle the line on the extreme left. 
extremely 
clear 
I _ l
considerably slightly 
clear clear 
slightly considerably 
unrar llear 
extremely 
unelr 
~ 
1. How much did you like the job assigned to you in the "team phase of the experiment? 
liked 
extremely 
liked 
considerably 
liked 
slightly 
disliked 
slightly 
disliked 
considerably 
disliked 
extremely 
1-- I I I I I I I I I I 
2. How satisfied were you when performing the assigned job? 
extremely 
satisfied 
considerably 
satisfied 
slightly 
satisfied 
slightly 
dissatisfied 
3. How satisfied do you think your team members were with your performance? 
satisfied 
considerably 
satisfied 
slightly 
satisfied 
slightly 
dissatisfied 
considerably 
dissatisfied 
considerably 
dissatisfied 
extremely 
dissatisfied 
extremely 
dissatisfied 
I I I I I ~ _ __ J _ _____ I 
4. How satisfied were you with the performance of your team members? 
extremely 
satisfied 
considerably 
satisfied 
slightly 
satisfied 
slightly 
dissatisfied 
considerably 
dissatisfied 
extremely 
dissatisfied 
I I I I I I I I I I I 
~ 
VI 
5. At the end of the "team" phase of the experiment, how anxious did you feel? 
·extremely 
less anxious 
than usual 
considerably 
less anxious 
than usual 
slightly 
less anxious 
than usual 
slightly 
more anxious 
than usual 
considerably 
more anxious 
than usual 
6. At the end of the "team" phase of the experiment, how angry did you feel? 
extremely 
less angry 
than .usual 
considerably 
less angry 
than usual 
slightly 
less angry 
than usual 
slightly 
more angry 
than usual 
I _ ~- _ _ I_ _ _j __ __ ~- I I _ _ _ I I I 
?. How anxious do you feel now? 
extremely 
less anxious 
than usual 
I ___ _ I 
considerably 
less anxious 
than usual 
slightly 
less anxious 
than usual 
slightly 
more anxious 
than usual 
considerably 
more angry 
than usual 
considerably 
more anxious 
than usual 
extremely 
more anxious 
than usual 
extremely 
more angry 
than usual 
extremely 
more anxious 
than usual 
~ 
8. How angry do you feel now? 
extremely 
less angry 
than usual 
considerably 
less angry 
than usual 
~lightly 
less angry 
than usual 
slightly 
more angry 
than usual 
considerably 
more angry 
than usual 
extremely 
more angry 
than usual 
I I I · I I I I I I I 
9. In the final observation phase of the experiement, how much confidence did you have in your answers? 
had 
extreme 
confidence 
had 
considerable 
confidence 
I I _ I 
had 
slight 
confidence 
had slight 
lack of 
confidence 
had considerable 
lack of 
confidence 
had extreme 
lack of 
confidence 
10. If you were to start another observation phase of the experiment, would you like to have the same 
team members as you did today? 
definitely 
yes 
probably 
yes 
yes, but 
don't care 
no, but 
don't care 
probably 
no 
L ____ L_ J--~--- I___ _ _ I__ I _ I I i 
definitely 
no 
~ 
-J 
APPENDIX E 
SUPPLEMENTARY TABLES 
TABLE I 
Guidelines---Semantic Differential (Total Sample)* 
AnalYsis of Variance 
Compromise Independence Conformity source df ss ss F p 
Sentiment X 26.93 28.95 24.55 total 83 7775.24 
(low score= s2 86.82 98.89 106.26 conditions 2 183.05 91.52 .98 n.s. 
positive 
sentiment) n 46 20 18 within 28 7592.19 93.73 
Bartlett's test: x2 = .30, p is n.s. 
Potency X 10.37 10.50 10.06 total 83 1156.32 
(low score= 2 2.60 s 12.54 19.95 9.89 conditions 2 1.30 .09 n.s. 
n 46 20 18 within 81 1153.72 14.24 
Bartlett's test: x2 = 5.51, p is n.s. 
Activity X 15.80 16.05 16.28 total 83 1986.89 
(low score= s2 23.85 28.15 17.95 conditions 2 3.08 1.54 .63 n.s. 
more 
active) n 46 20 18 within 81 1983.81 24.49 
Bartlett's test: x2 = 3.83, p is n.s. 
~~ne S in the Compromise condition, one in the Independence Condition and two in the 
Conformity condition did not complete this questionnaire 
~ 
-.C) 
TABLE I (con't) 
Guidelines--Semantic Differential (Success sample)* 
Ana~ysis of Variance 
Compromise Independence Conformity source df ss ss F p 
Sentiment X 22.80 27.53 25.00 total 45 3338.95 
{low score= s2 15.72 84.98 117.33 conditions 2 168.82 8.44 1.15 n.s. 
positive 
sentiment) n 15 15 16 within 43 3170.13 7.37 
Bartlett's test: corrected x2 = 12.50, p L. .01 
Potency X 10.20 9.80 9.81 total 45 584.80 
(low score= s2 9.09 18.56 12.78 conditions 2 1.56 .78 58 n.s. 
more 
potent) n 15 15 16 within 43 583 ·24 1.35 
Bartlett's test: 2 = 4.66, p is n.s. X 
Activity X 14.60 15.47 16.38 total 45 867.50 
(low score= 2 s 11.84 23.18 19.86 conditions 2 24.42 12.21 .62 n.s. 
more 
active) n 15 15 16 within 43 843.08 19.61 
Bartlett's test: ~ = 4.53, p is n.s. 
i~e S in the Independence Success Condition and two Ss in the Conformity Success ~ condition did not complete this questionnaire 0 
TABLE II 
Distribution of Change in Latency Scores 
Conformity ___ _ 
Compromise •••••••••• 
Independence- - - -
Total 1 f 
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Table III 
Initial Latency for Total Sample 
(The higher the score, the greater the latency) 
5 Easy Trials 5 Hard Trials Total (10 Trials) 
Compromise X 6.68 ?.OJ 6.86 
47 Ss s2 3-43 2.72 3.18 
n 235 235 470 
Independence X 6.79 6.85 6.82 
21 Ss s2 2.59 2.59 2.02 
n 105 105 210 
Conformity X 7.45 7.57 ?.51 
20 Ss s2 6.08 4.18 5.50 
n 100 100 200 
-Total X 6.88 ?.11 
88 Ss s2 4.17 2.82 
n 440 440 
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Table kii (con't) 
Initial Latency for Total Sample 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
Source df ss ss F p 
Conditions 2 68.97 34-48 2.23 n.s. 
Difficulty 1 11.79 11.79 9.90 L. .01 
Cond X Diff 2 3.90 1.95 1.65 n.s. 
Ss w/cond 87 1315.41 15.48 
Trials w/diff 8 83.05 10.38 8.80 .L:. .01 
Ss X diff 87 780.97 9.19 7.79 L .01 
Error 692 822.89 1.18 
Total 879 3086.98 
, 
~ .. ·-· 
.... -
••• ._it 
.... , 
-o:..-.... 
.. . .. 
-: .. 
.. ... .... 
. .. 
.. 
... '"' 
. 
" 
"'• .. . ..., -.. 
8 .... '· 
"o"' 
•"' :;;;-
· .... 
... 
.... 
.. . 
-
.... 
. ::-
-. ~ 
.... ' 
\, 
-
135 
Table V 
Initial Latency for Success Sample 
(The higher the score, the greater the latency) 
5 Easy Trials 5 Hard Trials Total (10 Trials) 
-Compromise X 6.85 6.99 6.92 
15 Ss s2 4-33 2.49 3-41 
n 75 75 150 
-IDdependence X 6.77 6.89 6.83 
16 Ss s2 2.44 1.55 2.00 
n 80 80 160 
Conformity X 7.46 7.60 7-53 
18 Ss s2 7.42 4-56 6.00 
n 90 90 180 
Total X 7.05 7.18 
49 Ss s2 4-95 3.05 
n 245 245 
Bartlett's test for condition variances: x?- = 52.20, 2 d.f., pL.. .01 
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Table V (con't) 
Initial Latency for Success Sample 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
Source df ss ss F 
Conditions 2 49.98 24.99 1.51 n.s. 
Difficulty 1 2.].4 2.14 .40 n.s. 
Cond X diff 2 .01 .005 .002 :n.s. 
Ss w/cond 46 760.01 16.52 
Trials w/diff 8 42.66 5-33 1.97 =.05 
Ss X Diff 46 68.75 1.49 .55 n.s. 
Error 384 1038.35 2.70 
Total 489 1961.90 
Table VI 
Change in Palmar Sweat for Females in Total Sample 
Source 
Conditions 
Error 
Total 
df 
2 
58 
60 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
ss 
70.26 
2949.38 
3019.64 
ss 
35.13 
50.85 
F 
.69 
137 
p 
n.s. 
Table VII 
Change in Palmar Sweat for Success Sample 
(+ means increase in sweat) 
Males Females Total 
Compromise X +6.67 -1.36 +.36 
52 44-23 44-59 54.22 
n 3 11 14 
Independence X -2.33 +1.75 +.93 
52 131.56 48.69 67.93 
n 3 12 15 
Conformity X +2.00 0 +.50 
s2 14.50 44-83 38.00 
n 4 12 16 
-Total X +2.10 +.17 
s2 70.69 47.68 
n 10 35 
Kruskal-Wallis Analysis of Variance* 
Males: H = 1.18, p is n.s. 
Females: H = 1.96, p is n.s. 
*(Siegel, 1956) 
Table XIII 
Correlations of Change in Palmar Sweat with 
Other Dependent Variables by Sax* 
Change in Latency 
over all problems 
Discrepancy bet. 
self and others 
Discrepancy bet. 
self and perception 
of others perception 
of self 
Self report of anxiety 
Change in 
Pallnar Sweat 
Males 
-.05 
+.09 
+.06 
+.08 
Females 
+.11 
.01 
-.09 
+.06 
*Due to missing data, the N's for males vary from 
18 to 19; and for females, from 58 to 61. R.05 for 
20 degrees of freedom is .42 and for 60 degrees of 
freedom is .25. For smaller N's a higher correlation 
is needed so that no correlation in this matrix are 
significantly different from zero. 
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Table .IX 
Contingency Tables for Maj~Dependent Variables* 
1. Change in Latency over all problems (in the following 
four Chi-squares, the row variable is change in lateacy) 
Change in Palmar Sweat 
High Low 
High 15 20 35 
Low 12 14 26 
27 34 61 x?- = .007, p is n..s. 
Discrepancy between Self and Others 
High Low 
High 22 20 42 
Low 23 19 42 
45 39 84 x2 = .oo2, 
Discrepancy between Self and Perception 
of Others perception of Self 
High 
Low 
High Low 
26 
27 
2 
p is n.s. 
17 
17 
34 53 
43 
44 
87 X = .001, p is n.s. 
*Medians or the best approximations thereto were used as 
the cutting points. All Chi-squares have one degree of 
freedom computed. 
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Tahle IX(con't) 
Self Report of Anxiety 
High 
Low 
High Low 
26 
19 
43 
44 
17 
25 
42 45 87 x2 = 1.95, p is n.s. 
2. Change in Palmar Sweat (in the following three Chi-squares, 
the row variable is palmar sweat) 
Discrepancy between Self and Others 
High Low 
High 20 15 35 
Low 19 22 41 
39 37 76 
Discrepancy between Self and Pereeptiom 
of Others Perception of Self 
High 
Low 
High Low 
14 22 
26 
36 
43 
'£?-= .so, p is B.s. 
17 
31 48 79 ~ = .31, p is n•s• 
Table .IX{con't) 
Self Report of Anxiety 
High Low 
High 21 15 
Low 
36 
43 19 
40 
24 
39 79 x2 = 1.05, p is n.s. 
3· Discr,pancy between self and others (in the following two 
Chi-squares, the row variable is discr~pancy between self 
and others). 
Discrepancy between Self and Perception 
of Others Perception of Self 
High Low 
High 20 25 45 
Low 12 27 39 
32 52 84 x2 = 1.12, 
Self Report of Anxiety 
High Low 
High 24 21 45 
Low 16 23 39 
p is :a.s. 
40 44 84 x2 = .82, p is n.s. 
Table 1X(con't) 
4. Discrepancy between Self and Perception of Others Perception 
of Self {This is the row variable in the following Chi-square). 
Self Report of Anxiety 
High Low 
High 19 15 34 
Low 23 30 53 
42 45 87 x?- = .84, p is n.s. 
Appendix F 
The Inductions 
The Compromise Induction 
If there is disagreement among the team members, including 
yourself as a team member, you should send an answer that represents 
an average of the responses of the others and your own response, 
giving your own additional importance because of your personal 
responsibility. Other research has shown that the method of 
averaging tends to result in more accurate judgments being sent 
to Headquarters. 
The Conformity Induction 
If there is disagreement among the team members, including your-
self as a team member, you should send the response that most members 
agree on. It is your responsibility to send the most accurate answer 
to Headquarters, and other research has shown that sending the most 
agreed upon answer results in more accurate judgments being sent to 
Headquarters. 
The Independence Induction 
If there is disagreement among the team members, including your-
self as a team member, you should send your own response to Headquarters 
because of your personal responsibility. Other research has shown that 
those persons who are personally responsible for the decision tend to 
be more accurate in their judgments. 
The Free Choice Situation 
If there is disagreement among the team members, including your-
self as a team member, you should send what you consider to be the 
best response. 
MODES OF CONFLICT RESOilJTION 
AN INDEPENDENCE-CONFORMITY CONFLICT 
(Library of Congress No. Mi.c. 63) 
George Henry Wolkon, Ph.D 
Boston Unversity Graduate School, 1963 
Major Professor: Leonard SolomOn, Assistant Professor of Psychology 
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This dissertation examines the conflict created when an individual's 
beliefs are in contradiction to the beliefs of others. Specifically, 
this study examines (1) the distribution of modes of conflict resolution 
when no response is made salient (a free choice situation) and when 
one of three responses (independence, coni'or.mity, or compromise) is 
made salient, (2) the emotional consequences of the modes of resolution; 
i.e., subsequent tension, and (3) the attitudinal consequences of 
adopting one of the three modes of resolution. 
Hypotheses 
Festinger's (1957) theory of cognitive dissonance and 
Berkowitz et al.'s (1961) extended response model generate the 
prediction that compromising will lead to less post-decision tension 
than either of the original alternatives. Current cognitive theories 
do not generate predictions concerning differential degree of 
tension after conforming or being independent. The conceptual 
definition of the conflict generates the following predictions 
concerning satisfaction. (1) The Ss in the Independence Condition 
will exhibit more self-satisfaction whereas Ss in the Conformity 
Condition will exhibit more satisfaction with others. (2) The 
Ss in the Compromise Condition.will exhibit less of a discrepaney 
between the two sources oi' satisfaction (self and others) than 
will Ss in the other two conditions. 
Method 
Ss were exposed to a modified Asch (1956) conflict situation. 
Each s, unbelmo'WD.st to the others, was informed that he was the 
coordinator of an observation team and that he should respond 
with the best answer, given his teammates 1 observations and 
his own. The induction of the mode of resolution was accomplished 
by defining the "best answer" differently for each condition; 
i.e., by making salient the attractive aspects of conforming, being 
independent, or compromising. 
The operational dependent measures of tension were: 
change in palmar sweat from pre to post-conflict, subjective 
reports of tension, and change in latency from pre to post-
conflict on hard relative to easy problems. Inasmuch as the last 
variable was insensitive to arry differences among conditions 
and change in latency over a11 problems was sensitive to condition 
differences, the latter variable was interpreted as an indication 
of tension. 
Results 
Independence was the most preferred response, conformity 
next, and compromise, the least preferred in the free choice situation 
where personality factors play a determining role. The inductions 
significantlY changed the distribution of responses although the 
Compromise Induction was least effec~j,ye. The differential 
effectiveness of the experimental instructions introduced a 
confounding of personality factors with the Compromise Condition. 
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The dependent variables of change in palmar sweat and 
subjective reporting of tension did not discriminate among conditions. 
However, the change in latency data indicated that the Ss in the 
Conformity Condition manifested less tension than the Ss in the 
Compromise Condition who, in turn, manifested less tension than 
the Ss in the Independence Condition. 
It was proposed that the three responses of independence, 
compromise, and conformity are on a continuum of deviance to 
non-deviance or conformity and that tension is related to this 
continuum. Thus, the experimental conflict situation did not 
have equally ambivalent responses and as such did not satisf,y 
the conditions necessar.y to test the prediction concerning 
compromise generated from the extended response model. The 
prediction derived from Festinger's {1957) cognitive model does not 
specify the nature of the conflict. Whether the empirical dis-
confirmation of this prediction is unique to the experimental 
situation, to all unequally ambivalent conflicts, or to all 
conflicts n~eds to be empirically tested. 
The predictions concerning satisfaction were generally 
confirmed; namely, Ss in the Independence Condition exhibited 
more self-satisfaction whereas Ss in the Conformity Condition 
exhibited more satisfaction with others; and Ss in the Compromise 
Condition manifested less of a discrepancy between the two sources 
of satisfaction than did Ss in-the other two conditions. 
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